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The  purpose  of  this  nppcmilx  is  to  docinicnt  vlevrs  expressed  by  pnvcrn-  1 

nentnl  s^pncier,  .md  Interested  citizen  {-.rouiis  .md  individuals,  based  on  tluiir  | 

re\rl  e\-7  of  the  draft  report  and  the  response  of  the  Uetroit  District  to  their  | 

coments.  This  appendix  does  not  docurent  tlie  total  coordination  and  iiroc.eed-  j 

luf’s  bv  the  l)etroit  District  wit!i  other  Interested  and  partlci  pnt  in;-  '•,ovcm-  1 

nental  agencies  duri  n"  the  conduct  of  the  studv.  That  coordination  \ms  accoi- 
pllshcd  principally  throupli  the  Coordinatinp  Conn’’ t tee  uhich  consisted  of  re- 
presentatives of  Federal,  State  of  ?tichlp,an,  Uep.ional,  and  Local  pove,rnnents 
and  on  orpanized  citizens  proup.  In  aiidition  to  the  Comittee  neetinss  iu^ld 
throupjiout  the  study  period,  frequent  connunications  \fith  those  specific 
arcncics  \;ero  natle.  liriefinps  and  workshops  were  also  conducted  \;i  tli  city  and 
count”  povemnental  apencics  of  the  rep, ion.  The  Puli  lie  Participation  Appendix 
etironlcles  and  documents  those  neetinp^s. 

The  draft  Sunmary  Report  v;as  pulillshcd  in  Roveml^cr  19  73.  Of  t!ie  200  copies 
of  tlie  report  distributed  in  'lidiipan,  25  v;ere  placed  in  public  librarii's  to 
provide  jiublic  with  access  to  them.  The  renaininp,  copies  v;ere  provided  to  the 
State,  rep.ional,  countv  and  city  ;>ovemneiits  and  interested  individuals  upon 
which  tlie  report  has  a potential  impact. 

cniriLirrs 


Reviews  of  the  draft  reports  were  received  throuph  t\;o  media.  ihe  four 
final  public  meetlnp.s  conducted  durinp,  the  period  of  11  throupli  13  Decerin'r 
1973  provided  a forum  for  comment  by  p,ovemmental  apencies,  public  orpanizn- 
tlons  and  citizens.  A sunmary  of  the  comments  made  at  the  public  r.eetinps 
and  the  questions  asP.ed  appears  in  the  Public  Participation  Appendix.  Those 
prepared  comments  made  by  individuals  represcntlnp,  povernmental  apencies  or 
pull  lie  interest  p, roups  arc  presented  as  attachments  to  this  appendix  in  Section 
B.  A lintinp,  of  those  ap,cncies  or  proups  and  their  representatives  follows: 


J 


Senator  Alvin  DeGrow  - Michigan  State  Senator,  28th  District 
Mr.  Joseph  Price  - Director  of  Public  Works,  Washtenaw  County 
Mr.  Thomas  E.  Bletcher  - Deputy  Drain  Commissioner,  Washtenaw  County 
Monroe  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

Mr.  Charles  Blessing  - Director-Secretary,  City  of  Detroit 
Monroe  City  Planning  Commission 

Mr.  Gerald  Hummel  - City  Engineer,  City  of  Port  Huron 
Mr. Bruno  Zane,  P.E.  - Dundee  Cement  Co.,  Dundee,  Mictiigan 
Mr.  William  J.  Pollard  - Citizens  Opposed  to  Super  Sewer 
Mrs.  Jeanne  Micka  - Pointe  Mouillee  Waterfowlers  Association 
Mr.  Keith  1.  Siebarth  - Citizen's  Pollution  Control  Association 
Mr.  Lawrence  l.iebold  - Lake  Erie  Advisory  Committee 
Mr.  Howard  McNee  - Organic  Farmers  and  Gardeners  of  Michigan 
Mrs.  Verona  Morse  - League  of  Women  Voters 

Mrs.  John  Donaldson  - Birmingham-Bloomf ield  League  of  Women  Voters 
Mr.  John  R.  lacoangeli  - Department  of  Community  Development,  Monroe 

The  second  -eview  medium  consisted  of  written  responses  to  the  draft 
report.  The  responses  included  technical  review  by  affected  governmental 
agencies  and  statements  made  by  concerned  citizens.  A large  number  of 
citizen  responses  were  received  and  are  reported  in  the  Public  Participation 
Appendix.  The  majority  of  their  concerns  are  reiterated  in  the  comments  expressed 
by  agencies  and  interest  groups  as  reported  in  Attachments  A and  B of  this 
Appendix. 


The  following  governmental  agencies  and  interest  groups  provided  written 
comments  on  the  draft  report;  these  are  in  Attachment  A of  this  Appendix. 

Federal 

1.  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  Soil  Conservation  Service 

2.  United  States  Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare,  Public 

Healthe  Service,  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  Region  V. 

3.  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior: 
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a.  liiireaii  of  Outdoor  Recreation. 

b.  bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  mid  Wildlife. 

c.  Oeoloplcal  Survey. 

A.  United  States  Unvl  ron  mental  Protection  Ar.enc", 
Rej’.ion  V. 


S t at  e 

5.  Department  of  Watural  Resources. 

6.  Department  of  State  ili;;hv7ays  and  Transportation. 

7.  Representative  I’.aymond  J.  Suit,  P.i..,  Uichiyan  Rouse  of 
Representatives . 

Recion-Tl 

3.  Southeastern  Uddiipan  Council  of  (Jovemnents. 

Local 

D . Creater  Port  lluron-Uarysvl  lie  (liaHier  of  Commerce. 

10.  Township  of  R.aisinvl  lie,  Monroe  Countv,  Michipan. 

11.  ”acort)  (bounty  Planninp,  Commission 

Interest  Groups 

12.  Leapue  of  Uomen  Voters  of  tlie  Detroit  Metropolitan  Area. 

13.  Mrs.  L'llllam  li.  Morse,  Leapue  of  Women  Voters  rcprescntativi' 
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on  Study  Coordinating  Connlttee. 


14.  East  Uidiigan  i.n'/l ronnental  Action  Council. 

15.  Rouge  Basin  Coalition. 

SUMtARY  OF  COMMENTS  I’JICEIVEI)  /CM)  Rl.SPONSES 


The  coments  received  on  tne  draft  were  varied.  Manv  of  Che  connents  or 
questions  stenned  fron  a lack  of  understaiiding  of  tin-  scudv  and  hen.'  it  \/ould 
be  used  in  the  future.  (Joncenis  centered  aroimd:  svstei  costs  and  tlie  source 
of  funcis  to  operate  sudi  svstens,  use  of  rich  agricultural  land  for  wasci' 
treatnent,  and  allocation  of  ener)’v  resources  to  wastewater  treati.ent.  Such 
concerns  can  only  he  .mswered  by  stating  that  tlie  Cor's  of  Engineers  \7ould 
not  be  the  agenev  v;hidi  would  inplenent  anv  vn-iste^'acer  tuinagenent  plan  and 
that  the  Midilgan  Uater  ’’.esources  Connission  and  tiie  C.S.  Envi ronrvntal  Pro- 
tection j\gency  have  final  responsib  li  ty  for  \)astei'ater  nanageiaent  in  Soutu- 
eastern  Mldiigan.  Valdas  V.  Adanlcas,  Acting  Regional  Adi  linis  trator  to  Region 
V of  the  U.S.  I'lnvironnental  Protection  Agency  suimiarixes  the  feelings  of  Che 
LPA  on  two  of  Chose  points  in  Che  following,  statenent  extracted  fron  '.'r, 
Adamkas ' letter  (see  page  A-9), 


"The  alternative  treatnent  rx'tiiods  presented  in  the  Stuiiy  require  trulv 
nassive  investments  of  botli  fiscal  and  energy-  resources,  and  are  indicativi! 
of  long-range  \/astewater  inanag.enent  goals,  \iiat  is  presentl"  needed  then, 
especially  in  llfilit  of  limited  money  and  energ.y,  is  a plan  of  inplcnentation 
to  carry  forward  from  present  conditions.  Such  a plan  must  consider  both 
the  current  availability  of  funds  and  tlie  wastewater  treatment  facilities 
newly  constructed  fron  recent  investments  of  public  funds,  h'ithouc  sudi 
an  inplenentatlon  plan  to  carry  on  from  current  statu-s,  the  veiq'  ambitioits 
alternatives  provided  in  Che  Study  probabl''  could  not  be  seriously  con- 
sidered for  inplcnentation  at  any  time  within  the  foreseeable  future. 

IVlille  we  understand  that  the  enpafisis  of  the  Study  was  to  consider  alter- 
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natives  to  neot  the  no  clischnrj’.e  of  critical,  pol  IntaiiLs  j’oal,  v;e  ..al  e tiie 
•above  point  to  direct  .my  further  studies  tox.’ards  innediately  iiaplerient.ah  le 
solutions  for  the  conplcx  pollution  proMer.s  in  the  Soutlieast  Michir.an  area." 

Other  conient.s,  particularly  those  suliiitted  by  loc.al  I’ovemnent  ajencles 
statin;’  tlieir  position  on  v/astev7ator  iT.anapei  .cut , can  ot\ly  be  broupht  out  in 
this  appendix  ;md  referred  to  the  State  of  I’ichip.an  for  their  consideration 
in  future  i.’.aste^’atcr  n.auar.enent  pl.anninp. 

Conment;;  subr.itted  bv  the  Soutlieast  Mi  chi;'. in  Council  of  Governrents 
(pares  A-IR  throurh  A-2G)  uere  directed  particularly  to  the  Sunnarv  hcport 
.and  the  Institutional  Arr.uirorcnts  .Appendix.  Vhe  connents  on  the  Institutional 
Arr.anp.cnents  Appendix  I'cre  fon’arded  to  our  consult.ant  for  this  .appendix 
.Tohn.ath.an  Hulhley  at  the  Iniversity  of  Michigan  for  consideration  in  his  re- 
viev;  of  that  docunent.  Vlie  coiirients  presented  on  the  surinara’  report  v;ere 
.also  considered  bv  the  district  staff  in  finalizing  tlie  Surmary  Report. 

The.  discussion  '..’hich  follovxs  is  .a  conpendlun  of  concerns  expressed  by 
individuals  or  .agencies  .and  .ansi'crs  to  those  concerns. 

Concern:  That  the  Huron  River  interceptor  svsten  which  would  convey 

w.astew.atcr  fron  ;\nn  Arbor  .and  Ypsil.anti  to  tlie  nouth  of  the  liuron  R.iver 
would  result  in  a severe  reduction  in  the  flovj  of  the  liuron  River. 

Anst;er:  It  was  recofpilzed  that  a svsten  v/hich  would  allow  larpe  water 

wltlidr.awls  fron  tlie  liuron  River  and  not  return  that  i.-ater  to  the  river  would 
not  be  acceptable.  It  was  tlierefore  concluded  that  Installation  of  .an  in- 
terceptor alonp,  the  Huron  River  would  require  that  the  cities  of  Ann  Arbor 
.and  Ypsll.antl  acquire  new  sources  of  water  supplv. 

Concern;  That  the  true  cost  of  one  of  tlie  Representative  Plans  would 
be  the  cost  listed  for  that  pl.an  plus  tiie  cost  for  the  Interin  Water  Qualltv 
Plan, 


Answer:  Each  of  the  alternative  plans  was  destf.ned  to  attain  a specific 

water  quality  goal.  The  Interim  Water  Quality  I’lan  to  achieve  the  1*181  ou)e(- 
tlves  of  the  law  and  the  Representative  Plims  to  ajip roaci  tue  1985  ' • 

the  law.  Each  plan  could  be  implemented  so  tliat  tu>  interim  objective.':  o'  to. 
law  could  be  net.  However,  it  must  be  recojmiced  ta.it  implementation  of  tiu. 
Interim  Water  Quality  Plan  t.'ould  preclude  imp ler.entat ion  of  any  of  ttie  Repre- 
sentative Plans  presented  in  this  report.  If  the  Interim.  Plan  was  select!  i. 
for  Implementation,  the  "no  discliarge  of  poll  ut. nits"  p.o.r]  could  best  be  :•  l 
by  designing  a new  plan  uhidi  would  take  into  account  tuose  facilities  * .’ii- 
structed  for  the  Interim  Plan. 

Concern:  That  the  amount  of  combined  newer  overr’lov;  and  urban  runoff 

control  proposed  by  the  study  was  too  vast  and  not  realistic. 

Answer:  The  anciunt  of  pollutant  control  providid  by  tlie  proposed  storm 

runoff  treatment  system  attempts  to  approadi  the  amount  of  pollutant  cuntrul 
provided  in  the  proposed  iminicipal-industrial  w.istewater  treatment  svsteri. 

This  was  based  on  tiie  attempt  to  meet  the  anticipated  p.oal  of  Public  Law 
92-500  for  "no  disdinrgo  of  pollutants".  It  is  ri’cognized  tiiat  other 
methods  of  minimi  zlii)’  pollution  from  storm.'ater  source.',  an-  aval  lab  li'  but 
they  v;ould  not  meet  the  degree  of  protection  being  souglit. 

Concern:  Th.at  the  deep  timnels  proposed  for  the  system  would  seriously 

reduce  the  level  of  the  groujukniter  table  in  service  area. 

Answer:  It  has  been  pointed  out  in  the  report  on  geological  considera- 

tions for  this  study,  that  during  tlie  construction  of  these  tunnels  copious 
volumes  of  ground  water  may  be  encountered  if  solution  enlarged  joints,  frac- 
tures, and  bedding  planes  along  whldi  this  water  flows  are  intersected.  Contin- 
uous pumping  to  relieve  the  vjater  problem  during  construction  could  caif.e  a 
change  in  the  groundwater  table.  These  routes  for  ground  water  entry  into 
the  tunnels  would  be  sealed  prior  to  lining  of  the  tunnel  in  tliese  areas.  This 
would  minimize  any  effects  on  the  ground  water  by  these  tunnels  after  they  are 
built. 
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AIko,  aji  in]<(  iviour.  Inyor  exists  Ijetuec'ii  tlie  hard  rock  tunnels  and  t!ic 
r.round  water  taJ>lc  near  the  surface,  alonr  nany  of  the  proposed  tunnel  routes. 

This  would  help  'alninixe  Infiltration  to  tlie  tunnel. 

Tlie  tunnels  would  not  inhibit  percolation  of  rainfall  Into  tlie  pround 
water  since  thev  would  be  conveyinp  onlv  \;ator  that  would  have  run  off  be- 
cause of  the  Inpcrvioui  nature  of  tin'  surfaci-  on  which  it  fell  such  as  a 
street,  roof,  or  parlinp  lot.  Since  rianv  of  t!ie  strean-s  in  the  area  do  not 
feed  tlie  pround  viater  table;  after  it  ii.xs  runoff  its  percolation  potential 
is  liiaited  even  in  the  natural  state. 

Concem:  That  the  loss  of  stom  flo\;s  wcuild  reduce  the  capability  of 

the  x.'atersiied  to  naintaln  adequate  nininur  strean  flov'S  durl  np  dry  periods. 

/\nsv;er:  Additional  in  ve.s  tipat  ion  lias  lu'en  reconnended  in  the  fields  of  hydro- 

lopv,  peolop”,  and  s tomwater  treatnent  prior  to  Inplencntatlon  of  any  portion  of 
the  proposed  stomwater  s”ster.  The  naturi’  of  tlie  effects  of  the  system  on 
some  of  the  strcwins  in  the  area  is  a prime  example  for  further  Invcstipatlons . 
Inves  ti;;atlons  to  date  slioi'/  that  the  effect  would  be  directly  proportional 
to  the  percent  of  the  stormwater  service  area  wl  thin  eadi  basin.  The  Rouge 
basin  has  the  largest  percentage  of  its  area  witliln  the  stomi'ater  service 
area  and  v/ould  therefore  be  affected  to  a greater  extent  than  any  other  major 
trlbutarv  in  the  sturb'  area.  However,  the  effect  would  be  reduced  by  the 
stomn/ater  treatment  plant  proposed  in  the  upper  reaches  whlcli  discharges 
treated  stormwater  effluent  bad.  to  the  river.  A siralar  plant  has  been 
proposed  on  the  Huron  River.  These  storrvater  treatment  facilities  would 
dlsdiarge  stomi’ater  at  a more  even  rate  than  would  occur  naturally.  Tills 
would  tend  to  even  out  the  pe.aks  .and  provide  the  potential  for  Incrc.aslng 
the  average  dal Iv  flow  rate. 

Concem:  That  spoils  from  tunnel  construction  could  result  in  unsightly 

piles  of  rubble  if  plans  for  proper  disposal  are  not  developed. 
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Answer:  Mudi  of  the  material  removed  during,  hard  rod.  uinln(’  opera’.roii: 

should  be  suitable  for  a variety  of  appllcatlon.s  as  construct  ion  material. 
That  material  whidi  is  not  sultalile  or  exceeds  the  r.aeu.j  of  local  strut - 
tion  would  have  to  be  disposed  of  so  as  not  to  create  a nuisance.  I’iannin- 
for  disposal  of  those  materials  would  be  a nece.ssary  part  of  the  final  desipn 
of  sudi  a system. 
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ATTACHMrNT  A 


COMMENTS  OF  AGENCIFIb 

F rom  Date  Page 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture, 

Soil  Conservation  Service  1'  January  1974  A- 1 

United  States  Departnent  of  Health, 

Education,  and  *Velfare,  Public  Health 
Service,  Food  and  Drug  Administration, 

keciion  V 2 April  1974  A-2 

United  States  Department  of  Hjcalth, 

Education,  and  Welfare,  P>±ilic  Health 
Service,  Food  and  Drug  Administration, 

Region  V 14  February  1974  A-3 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior: 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  8 January  1974  A-4 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 

Wildlife  2b  February  1974  A- 6 

Geological  Survey  20  February  1974  A-8 

United  States  Environmental  Protection 

Agency,  Region  V 19  February  1974  A-9 

Michigan  Department  of  Natural  Resources  21  February  1974  A- 14 

Michigan  Department  of  State  Highways 

and  Transportation  24  January  1974  A-16 


Raymond  J.  Smit  - Michigan  House  of 


Representatives 

25  April  1974 

A-18 

Southeast  Michigan  Council  of  Governments 

5 February  1974 

A-21 

Macomb  County  Planning  Commission 

12  March  1974 

A-30 

Greater  Port  Huron  - Marysville  Chamber 

of  Commerce 

7 January  1974 

A-33 

Township  of  Raisinville,  Monroe  County, 

Michigan 

28  December  1973 

A- J4 

League  of  Women  Voters  of  the  Detroit 

Metropolitan  Area 

24  January  1974 

A-j5 

Mrs.  William  Morse 

25  January  1974 

A- J8 

East  Michigan  Environmental  Action 

Council 

29  January  1974 

A-.*0 

Rouge  Basin  Coalition 

28  January  1974 

A-,1 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  Room  101,  1405  S.  Harrison  Road 
E^ast  Lnnsm^,  Mi.  lugaii  488<d3 


January  17,  1974 

Colonel  James  K.  li.iys 
District  E.i.^meer 

U.  S.  Army  Kn,;iaeer  District,  Detroit 
Attn:  Urhan  and  Special  Studies  Section 

1\  O.  Bov  lOd  7 
Detroit,  Mud  i.^an  48J31 

Dear  Colonel  Mays; 

We  appre<  lated  the  opportunity  to  review  the  study  refiorts  for  the 
Southeastern  Vlicla/an  Wastewater  Management  Study. 

Our  participation  throughout  the  study  has  provided  us  ample  opportunity 
to  offer  comments.  We  have  no  comments  at  this  time. 

Sincerely  yours. 


David  Carpenter 

USD  A Coordinating  Committee  Member 
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DE.PARTMENT  OF  HEALTH.  EDUCATION.  AND 
PUbwtw  HTAlIH  SfclRVlCE 
FOOL*  ANU  TmUO  ^OMINISTHAJ  ION 
KLOlON  V 


O'  J.JNAL 

» • . I.  UlMtCTOR 

<»  - -rlANoc 

1, 

U - . .-L. ■«<... 5 UAW* 

i t rit  31^  i:<>>r 


April  2,  1974 


.’■‘.r . P.  McCailister 
Ciiief,  Engineering  L’ivinion 
LopirTT'.ent  of  lh<--  , 

Ei-rrcit  District,  o:  Engineers 

V.  0.  box  1027 
['orrcit,  HI  432  31 

Dear  Hr.  HoCallister: 

r."F’:  ;;CEED-Pb 

Southeastern  Michig-n  n'aste  Water'  .Ha;;age;ii.  a - , 

Social  Lva  I'.-ation , Sene  .Analysis  anJ  -.p;  ..11.. 
Hygienic  Report 

Lear'  Sir-: 

This  office  has  I'cviewed  t.ne  rererenced  icc-.-.-nt . We  ha 
ivj  cor.-nents  at  this  ti"e.  We  are  returning  'o  yo'c  • j;  y 
furrh‘.-r  use. 


Sincerely, 


\ 1^-' 

M 'h  ^ \ 

derome  F . Wytryyus  ) 

^Regional  Interstate  Travel 
Sanitation  Consultant 
National  consultants  i’ro.n. . 


oran.h 
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UorialJ  C.  Kedlton 
Eugene  P.  Stanley 


nr  PART  MINT  OF  HE-^LIH  tD!  -TION.  A'jiJ  '/.FLF-ARE 
pjDi-ic  Ht  altm  £,r  r . ,:f 
r . A».-'  D=?U(.'  Lr'.‘  '.1  ■•' 

FU  0.0!.  \. 


February  1<>,  1574 


too 

A '■■  a . T r ■ .1'  ' ■ t>  .'ILL  ' 

CHIC*  .J  '•  ■< 

IX.-LI 


DLstric. t Fr.r.in-2L;r 

U.  S.  rny  Fn;;inc.'r  District,  letroit 
/'TT;;:  I rbTn  ard  Special  Studies  Section 

F.  0.  box  1027 
Detroit  , Michi^.in  48231 

Ke : Southeastern  ^iichly.an  V.’astc.at'jr  Ilnnageoent  Suv.'cy  Scope. 

Study 

Dear  Sir: 


liiis  or'iicc  i'.  is  r ' jci.'u-d  tne  ,-ir'ift  study  d.-icurr.ent  ; rra.Tdinc  the 
referenced  matter  uhicl;  were  forwarded  to  t >■  i s by  Mr.  F. 

;'cC..i  i later , 'Siiie'',  ;.np,ineer  inp,  Divisin-,  i'etro.:  ’'istiict  l >n\, 

o[  bnpineers. 


We  have  no  adverse  c''"'.?ents  repardinp  tliis  '.tudy,  and  are  returr- 
In  , tl.e  draft  de".,  en.ts  to  you  for  .'urther  use  .is  you  r..iy  wi-.h. 

Sincerely , 


'---r 


/T 


Eugene  n.  Stanley 
Assistant  Regional  Food  and  Drug 
for  Compliance 


Director 


6 Enclosures: 

1.  BacV.ground  App. 

2.  Plan  Formulation  App. 

3.  Design  & Co.st  App. 

4.  Evaluation  App. 

5.  Aesthetic  A.ssess. 

6.  Public  Panic  ip-it  ion  App. 
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United  Srutc:>  Dcpartmenr  of  the  Interior 


MURhAl’  OF  OUTDOOR  RFORl  aMON 

1 AKh  C LNIRAl  KK.IUA 
Kf.St  AK(  H HARK  URIW 
ASN  AKHOR.  mu  MlCiAN  4X|.,^ 


January  b , I '< / , 


District  Engineer 
U.  S.  Army  Engineer 
District,  Detroit 

Attention:  Urban  & Special  Studies  Section 

P.  0.  Box  1027 

Detroit,  Michigan  4S22i 

Dear  Sir: 

We  have  revtevjed  tne  dralt  ol  the  Sunmary  Repoi  t : ar  i Southeast 
Michigan  Wastewater  Manageuieut  survey  Scope  StuJv  p«^:  lucmo rand'am 

of  December  18,  1973. 

We  agree  that  any  imptuveiucnt  ci  wuLui.  nuailtj  i,.  t4.c  and  lakes 

of  southeastern  Michigan  will  be  beneficial  to  recieaiional  interests. 
However,  we  raise  the  fo'lowin>>  points  for  your  considerat ion. 

1.  The  report  indicates  tnat  burfer  areas  for  most  wastewater  treat- 
ment facilities  have  potential  for  open  space  or  recreational  areas. 
We  have  some  reservations  about  the  use  ot  suen  buffer  areas  for 
Intensive  recreational  development,  but  open  space  and  non-intensive 
recreation  uses  would  appear  to  be  compatible  witli  tlie  treatment 

f acll itles . 

2.  The  removal  of  storm  water  flows  from  stream  valleys  would  Increase 
the  recreation  potential  of  tlie  flood  plains  through  which  these 
streams  flow.  However,  we  are  concerned  that  the  loss  of  peak,  flows 
may  reduce  the  capability  of  the  watershed  to  maintain  adequate 
minimum  flows  during  dry  periods  and,  tims,  aaversely  affect  the 
recreation  potential  of  the  stream.  Only  the  Huron  and  Rouge  Rivers 
would  receive  supplemental  flows  from  proposed  stormwater  treatment 
plants  at  Plymouth  and  Ypsilanti.  It  should  be  noted,  also,  that 
developmental  Interests  would  be  aggressive  in  the  development  of  the 
affected  flood  plains  for  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  and 
other  Inten.'iive  uses.  Therefore,  these  areas  must  be  committed  to 
recreational  uses  quickly  to  avoid  their  loss  for  that  purpose. 


KfPlY  fUPFk  to: 

D0427  CL 
SE  Michigan 


3.  The  cessation  of  sewage  effluent  discharges  into  the  Huron  River  at 
Ann  Arbor  and  Ypsilanti  would  greatly  improve  water  quality  of  the 
stream  and  would  benefit  recreation  accordingly.  However,  the  piping 
of  sewage  effluents  from  Ann  Arbor  and  Ypsilanti  to  the  mouth  of  the 
Huron  River  for  treatment  could  reduce  river  flows  downstream  from 
Ann  Arbor  and  adversely  affect  the  recreational  potential.  The  net 
Impact  on  flows  as  a result  of  sewage  effluent  losses  and  treated 
storm  water  gains  should  be  determined  in  order  to  evaluate  the 
corresponding  impacts  on  recreation. 

4.  The  report  does  not  address  the  problem  of  spoil  disposal  from  tun- 
neling operations  for  transport  of  storm  waters.  The  volume  of  these 
materials  would  be  very  large,  and  If  the  spoil  is  not  properly  disposed 
of,  aesthetic  and  other  Impacts  may  occur.  Consideration  should  be 
given  to  the  proper  utilization  and  disposal  of  these  materials. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  report. 


Since/-^^  yours, 

^John  I).  Cherry 
Regional  Director 


) 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

HSll  AND  WILDLIl  K SLRVICI 
Ul'RI  AU  0(-  SI'ORI  HSHKRIIS  AM)  AILIJI  H i', 

GREAT  LAKES  AREA  OFFICE 
Roon  301,  Manly  Miles  BLildinq 
1405  S.  Harrison  Road 
East  Lansinq,  Michigan  48323 
Fcbrujry  26,  19/4 


Colonel  James  E.  Hays 
U.S.  Army  Engineer  District, 

Detroit 
P.O.  Box  1027 
Detroit,  Michigan  48231 

Attn:  Urban  and  Special  Stwdies  Section, 

Planning  Branch 

Dear  Colonel  Hays: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Report  of  the  Southeastern  Michigan 
Wastewater  Management  Survey  Study  and  offer  the  following  com- 
ments. 


Generally  the  report  is  informative  and  reflects  considerable 
efforts  in  planning  during  the  development  of  regional  waste- 
water  management  alternatives  for  Southeastern  Michigan.  However, 
we  do  have  comments  on  appendices  as  follows: 


BACKGROUND  APPENDIX 

H ige  14,  Biological  Resources — This  section  should  contain  an 
estimare  of  waterfowl  numbers  concentrated  in  the  area  during 
spring  and  fall  migrations.  It  should  also  relate  the  percentage 
of  waterfowl  which  remains  in  the  area  to  nest  in  the  spring. 

The  description  of  the  waterfowl  habitat  would  be  accented  if  the 
25  species  of  waterfowl  mentioned  were  listed  by  relative  abun- 
dance. 

The  trend  of  waterfowl  population  growth  and  habitat  destruction 
and  development  should  be  discussed  in  this  section.  The  effect 
of  pollutants  on  waterfowl  and  rheir  habitat  in  the  area  should 
be  discussed.  This  section  is  completely  void  of  information  on 
terrestrial  wildlife  species  and  shore  birds.  In  order  to  present 
a better  scope  of  biological  resources,  a thorough  discussion  of 
shore  birds  and  terrestrial  wildlife  is  needed. 
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Pagft  l^.  Sport  Fishing — This  section  should  he  expanded  to  indicate 
the  species  of  indigenous  sport  fish  and  tfie  annual  angler  day  use. 

If  sport  fishery  management  programs  exist  in  the  study  area,  th-^y 
should  be  discussed.  In  addition  a socflon  on  the  commercial  fishing 
industry  including  the  species  and  tonnage  of  the  annual  harvest  in 
the  Southeastern  Michigan  area  should  be  included. 

PLAN  FORMULATION  APPENDIX  ' 

Page  125,  Discussion  of  Impacts — This  section  does  not  depict  the 
impact  that  implementation  of  any  of  these  plans  would  have  on 
terrestrial  wildlife.  The  placement  of  new  treatmient  plants  and 
required  facilities  including  sludge  disposal  sites  will  certainly 
have  some  adverse  effects  on  terrestrial  wildlife  habitat. 


EVALUATION  APPENDIX 

Page  172,  Evaluation  of  Final  Plans — The  comment  on  the  Plan  Formu- 
lation appendix  above  is  also  applicable  to  this  section  of  the 
Evaluation  appendix. 

The  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Report  of  the  Southeastern 
Michigan  Wastewater  Management  Study  is  appreciated. 


CC:  RO,  Twin  Cities,  MN  (ES) 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
2400  Science  Parkway 
Okemos , Michigan  48864 

February  20,  1974 


Colonel  James  E.  Hays 
District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Detroit 
ATTN:  Urban  6c  Special  Studies  Section 

P.O.  Box  1027 
Detroit,  Michigan  48231 

Dear  Colonel  Hays: 

We  have  received  copies  of  six  draft  reports  prepared  as  part  of 
the  Southeastern  Michigan  Wastewater  Management  Survey  Scope  Study. 

Mr.  McCallister,  in  transmitting  these  reports  on  February  12,  requested 
our  review  and  comment.  Most  of  the  material  contained  in  these  repurr.s 
is  outside  our  principal  area  of  competence,  and  because  of  this  fact, 
we  will  withhold  comments  on  these  particular  reports.  We  will,  of 
course,  always  be  pleased  to  comment  when  we  feel  we  are  qualified  to 
do  so . 


Sincerely  yours. 


District  Chief 

TRC/bak 
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UNITED  STATES 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

RTGION  V 

! NORTH  WACKER  DRIVE 
CHICAGO,  ILLINOIS  60606 

FE  B 1 9 w. 


Colonel  James  E.  Hays,  District  Engineer 
U.S.  Army  Engineer  District  Detroit 
Attn:  Urban  &,  Special  Studies  Section 

P.O.  Box  1027 
Detroit,  Michigan  48231 

Dear  Colonel  Hays: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  January  11  , 1974  for  comments  on 
the  Corps  of  Engineers'  Southeastern  Michigan  Wastewater  Management  Study. 

The  Study,  to  the  extent  completed,  reflects  a commendable  effort  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  detail  the  considerable  wastewater  treatment  needs 
for  the  Southeast  Michigan  area  which  would  be  required  to  meet  the 
ambitious  goals  of  "no  discharge  of  critical  pollutants"  as  provided  for  in 
Public  Law  92-500.  Of  particular  value  is  the  information  providing  insight 
into  methods  and  costs  Involved  in  meeting  the  national  water  quality  goals 
for  this  particular  area.  The  Summary  Report  provides  a good  and  necessary 
wrap-up  of  the  feasible  alternatives  and  tlieir  costs. 

The  alternative  treatment  methods  presented  in  the  Study  require  truly 
massive  investments  of  both  fiscal  and  energy  resources,  and  are  indicative 
of  long-range  wastewater  management  goals.  What  is  presently  needed  then, 
especially  in  light  of  limited  money  and  energy,  is  a plan  of  implementation 
to  carry  forward  from  present  conditions.  Such  a plan  must  consider  both 
the  current  availability  of  funds  and  the  wastewater  treatment  facilities 
newly  constructed  from  recent  investments  of  public  funds.  Without  such 
an  implementation  plan  to  carry  on  from  current  status,  the  very  ambitious 
alternatives  provided  in  the  Study  probably  could  not  be  seriously  con- 
sidered for  implementation  at  any  time  within  the  foreseeable  future. 

Willie  we  understand  that  the  emphasis  of  the  Study  was  to  consider  alter- 
natives to  meet  the  no  discharge  of  critical  pollutants  goal,  we  make  the 
above  point  to  direct  any  further  studies  towards  Immediately  implementable 
solutions  for  the  complex  pollution  problems  in  the  Southeast  Michigan  area. 

The  Study  puts  significant  importance  on  high  level  treatment  of  all  storm- 
water runoff.  This  may  not  be  totally  justified  from  either  a water  quality 
or  a cost  effective  standpoint.  In  general,  EPA  policy  has  been  to  promote 
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at  least  primary-level  treatment  and  disinfection  of  flows  from  combined 
storm-sanitary  sewers,  and  other  measures  necessary  to  insure  attainment 
of  water  quality  standards.  There  has  been  no  clear-cut  statement  of 
policy  as  to  treatment  of  flows  from  single  purpose  storm  sewers.  Impair- 
•nti  to  water  quality  resulting  from  overland  flows  must  he  considered 
uoii-poinc  source  pollution,  but  the  entire  problem  must  be  studied  in 
some  detail  before  judgements  may  be  made  as  to  the  level  and/or  feasi- 
bility of  treating  flood  flow.  Any  further  studies  in  the  combined 
sewer-stormwater  control  area  should  probably  concentrate  on  defining 
the  proposals  briefly  described  in  the  "Interim  Water  Quality  Plan" 
covered  in  the  Summary  Report.  Also,  proposals  for  less  stringent  treat- 
ment for  stormwater  would  make  the  other  tremendously  expensive  alter- 
natives less  financially  restrictive. 

The  Study  gives  considerable  attention  to  land  disposal  of  sewage  and 
sludge.  As  you  know,  EPA  is  financing  some  of  the  research  aspects  of  a 
full  scale  land  treatment  system  at  Muskegon.  We  feel  that  findings  as 
to  the  long-term  environmental  effects  of  such  a system  must  be  in  hand 
before  consideration  can  be  seriously  given  to  such  a massive  total  land 
treatment  system  as  envisioned  by  the  Study  for  Southeast  Michigan. 

Social  acceptability  and  prohibitive  financial  costs  also  appear  to  dic- 
tate against  such  a system  at  this  time.  However,  a small  scale  concept 
of  "wastewater  irrigation  using  privately  owmed  farmland"  may  have 
sufficient  merit  to  encourage  further  exploration  or  refinement,  and 
identification  of  potential  projects. 

Tile  Study  presents  wastewater  treatment  alternatives  that  are  capable  of 
treating  combined  municipal-industrial  wastewater.  It  is  not  clear,  how- 
ever, whether  the  Study  anticipates  treating  all  industrial  wastewater 
produced  in  the  Southeast  Michigan  area,  or  only  a portion  as  is  the 
current  situation.  Any  further  studies  should  clearly  indicate  needed 
expansions  of  the  interceptor  system  sufficient  to  handle  the  entire  volume 
of  anticipated  waste  flows.  Also,  any  further  studies  should  provide  con- 
siderably more  detail  on  Interceptor  needs  and  locations. 

In  conclusion,  there  is  no  question  that  this  study  provides  a valuable 
tool  for  assessing  the  "no  discharge  of  critical  pollutants"  objective, 
and  provides  a genuine  feel  for  the  magnitude  of  fiscal  and  energy  resources 
needed  to  meet  this  objective.  However,  we  believe  that  any  further  planning 
efforts  should  be  directed  toward  facilitating  preparation  of  immediately 
Implementable  Section  201  (PL  92-500)  Facilities  Plans  by  the  appropriate 
agencies  to  meet  prescribed  treatment  levels  as  soon  as  possible.  These 
levels  of  treatment  would  appear  to  be  Best  Practicable  Waste  Treatment 
Technology  plus  sufficient  combined  sewer  control  to  meet  water  quality 
standards,  rather  than  the  long-range  goals  of  no  discharge.  Such  planning 
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efforts  would  necessitate  full  partnership  and  agreement  of  State  and 
local  governments  and  would  be  in  accord  with  the  most  recent  policy 
directives  concerning  this  matter  (copy  att.ached).  It  would  therefore 
appear  that  concerns  of  further  planning  shoulfi  concentrate  on  upgrading 
'..■.istewater  treatment  plants  and  controlling  . in  i tar?  and  combined  sewer 
discharges.  Secondary  importance  should  be  put  on  pollution  control 
of  storm  sewers  and  drains;  non-point  source  pollution  problems  would 
then  have  the  lowest  planning  priority. 


We  appreciate  the  chance  to  review  the  Study  ."'nd,  again,  commend  the 
Corps  for  its  highly  informative  efforts. 


Attachments : 
a/ s 


UNITED  SI  A ns  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


SUBJECT:  Guidelines  for  Cor.'l’ictinjj  Wastewater’  lianacement  DATE:  June  7,  1073 

Studies  of  tlic  Cc>rj>s  of  Lnjjineers 

EKOM;  Assistant  Adirinis 1 1 ator  for  Air  & Water  Prograirs 


TO: 


All  Regional  Ad'aiiii;;Lr'ators 


The  FY  1974  bu'!g<:t  r^riuest  nvikes  provision  for  continuation  of  a 
wastewater  planning  vu'fort  hy  the  Corps  of  Tngineers. 

A year  ago  gio  inJ  rules  woiX2  developed  relative  to  the  conduct  c-:  the 
Wastewater  Mr.agej;.  portion  of  the  Corjjs'  plaiminp,  program  so  as  to 
enlifjiten  per'r;o;mcl  > ■:  bcrJi  the  Department  of  tiie  AiTTr/  and  tide  L''.viion.-:,-jni.„J 
lYotection  Ag,‘-.-ncy  an  to  pertinent  Executive  Branch  policy. 

Since  then  legislative  ai.Tendments  have  been  adopted  v-liich  rr.a-.i.s  it 
necessary  to  up-date  tlie  guidelines  so  that  they  my  a-p]y  ap.prcpriutolv  ;o 
al.l  vjustewater  miruig'.'nent  studies  of  the  Corps  of  EngLteers,  effective  u\ 
once.  The  revised  g.uidelinos  follow. 

1.  Cost-'.h.ir ' ■ ? - Cost-sharing  for  the  Corps  of  Ttgineers'  prorr.un 
will  be  identical  'o  that  under  the  EPA  constrouction  pr.unt  rrogram 
facilities  plctnning  is  considered  to  be  ptirt  of  and  L—'licit  in  the  co.nstruut 
fXants  progCcLTi  as  i.  nilred  under  Section  ?01  of  tl;e  A_:  .3  aren-led;  i._., 
wiUi  79  pnpuent  Federal  contribution  cUid  25  percent  ncn-iVderal.  :T.e  :: 
FedeTOl  shaiv  ray  b'-  in  fcniis  of  services  and/or  cash  tnrr’ibuticn.  G-u.ei' 
Fedcrvrl  ftinds  ray  j;:/t  l;e  used  to  nvoke  up  any  part  of  t.  ; 25  perc-_nt  nen-;  ^ ; ; 
sharr  must  re  presf-rit  additional  new  effort  specificall' ■ req'uirua  in  th.o 
conduct  of  tiie  stu.iy.  For  ex-umplc,  the  non-Fedcral  s'n._  a shall  not  inciuu-.; 
costs  of  data  already  collected  or  nonivally  to  be  coll-,  rted  for  an  engoi:..- 
progTiim,  nor  sh<ill  it  include  funds  used  for  mtching  c .her  Federal  i'uncs. 

2.  Plan  of  Study  - A detailed  Plan  of  Study  will  be  prepared  for  each 
waste.-.’atcr  mriagci;ant  study  undertaken  as  part  of  its  '-cban  studies  pre^gram, 
and  prior  to  initiation  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  planing  will  be  acprcvc-d 
and  fonr,3lly  adopted  by  the  local  planning  agency,  th.-  State  (or  States), 
tJie  D'A,  and  the  Corps  of  Erigineers.  As  shown  in  att-.  ,:ed  Table  1 whic.h 
was  preivired  a year  ago  for  the  Colorado  River  of  Tex.:-  Plan  of  Studv  wh.e.n 
cost-sharing  was  50/50,  the  items  of  work  to  be  px?rfciT:-ad  by  Federal  a-.d 
non-Federal  interests  must  be  prxjsented  in  detail  and  estimates  mde  of  cu-ts 
and  nvan-years  for  each  item,  with  non-Federal  con tfibu. ions  on  t.he  new  bar:s 
to  be  not  less  tlian  25  percent  of  the  total  effort.  Ira  75-25  sharin::  basis 
of  oourse  will  be  applicable  to  total  wastewater  plann.'.ng  costs  lollcwing 
approval  of  the  Plan  of  Study  by  the  appropriate  agencies.  The  Plan  of 
Study  will  be  developed  in  sufficient  detail  to  ensure  unat  there  will  ba  no 
duplication  of  plajining  effort.  In  those  cases  where  planning  is  being 
conducted  with  EPA  planning  grant  funds  the  proposed  pisrring  efiert  or  t.he 
Corps  will  include  only  those  activities  vdiich  will  be  .-on-duplicativc. 


EPA  Hm,  I130.4  (R«v.  A.72) 


A12 


-2- 


3.  Objort  ivo  - :'-,tc'.-.vitcr  Tr.in,np'':r.GnL  in  t).c  varioan  lirhin  area'', 

under  the  Corpr.  ol  hr.rinecm'  plar-nin.-;  haa  the  Lajne  objective  as  does 
planning  ur.'ler  ihc  hi'A  progr.airn  an  approvnd  wasre^atf?r  nvinif^crrGnt 
plan  develop'-'d  in  the  context  of  a fail  an  1 ccrrrilcte  cx.LTir.it: on  ard 
evaluation  of  altcrr.  it- ves  arriving  at  a decision  lor  irplcT'  nt.iticn 
as  reqairrd  in  Title  “0,  PaiT  35  on  irants  for  Coasmicticn  of 
Treatment  V/orVr..  Tc'  assure  atfairjr,ent  ol  tl.e  objective,  a full  partnorr.lup 
and  agjvement  of  State  and  local  govarro-ents  is  ’-'tXjuirtd.  Di-’tinitive 
plans  must  fccv;n  nr.  i,T?r.cdiate  sit\i..‘!.  n including  existing  anplicable 
water  qualitv  r.t.;:.  ; : and  20  year  pr'/>  etiens  of  needs  but  no  lata’  as  to 

time.  In  ad  iLtios,  ..  . ingc  of  altcnvitivo  plans  r<^T.ponsivc  to  th^ 
objectives  of  ll.e  /..'t  a.;  specified  in  Section  101(a)  and  considering  the 
social,  ecor.v.rtiic,  te.-fjucal,  ttnl  natural  effects  at  achieving  th.eso 
objectives  will  be  provided. 


M.  Plan  Imp] cTenfa Lion  - 
the  assista.nce  e:  dorps  :i 

approv.ililv  PPA,  sr.all  bo  u'ili: 
grant  applications  on  the  s.tme 
plans. 


'.■Jc-‘Stev.’atc r mar.-jgeit.ent  plans  developed 
•inria'crs,  afttT  certification  by  the 
:cd  lor  evaluating  rr;anicipal  con  ;rr~act 
basis  as  any  other  approved  v.atcr  qu.il 


with 

State  and 

an 

ity 


The  guid.ance  contained  in  this  m'T.or'nd’um  his  bcT.  I'cvicwod  by  the 
Office  of  Minage,Trnt  and  budget.  Id-entical  nvunor.uda  .trc  goi'ig  to  field 
offices  from  lotii  the  Corps  and  bP.A. 


Robc'rt  L.  SansoT. 
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WILLIAM  G MILLIKEN,  Guveiiioi 
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Colonel  James  E.  Hays 
District  Engineer 
Detroit  District  Office 
Corps  of  Engineers 
P.  0.  Box  1027 
Detroit,  Michigan  A8231 

Re:  Corps  of  Engineers  Southeast  Michigan 

Wastewater  Study 


Dear  Colonel  Hays: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  recent  correspondence  directed  to  this  agency  request 
comments  on  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Study  Reports  completed  to  date  for  the 
Southeastern  Michigan  Wastewater  Management  Study. 

/although  these  reports  have  not  been  studied  in  great  detail  by  our  staff 
because  of  time  availability  constraints  and  because  they  are  only  a part 
of  a complete  study,  a cursory  review  of  the  reports  finished  to  date  indicates 
that  a substantial  amount  of  potentially  valuable  work  has  been  accomplished  1. 
the  contractors  employed  by  the  Corps  to  prepare  the  reports.  For  example, 
the  reports  prepared  by  Dow  Chemical  Inc.  and  Michigan  State  University  contai;. 
information  that  appears  to  be  very  useful  for  consulting  engineers  who  will 
be  required  to  investigate  the  cost  effectiveness  of  a land  disposal  alternative 
as  part  of  a project  facility  plan. 

We  feel  the  work  that  has  been  done  concerning  land  disposal  of  wastewater 
by  the  utilization  of  publicly  owned  versus  privately  owned  land  areas  ha.s  merit. 
We  would  have  to  agree  with  what  we  assume  is  also  the  Corps'  position 
that  the  land  disposal  treatment  technique  utilizing  vast  areas  of  publicly 
owned  lands  is  not  a feasible  alternative  for  wastewater  treatment  in  the 
Southeastern  Michigan  Metropolitan  Area.  This  view  is  held  because  of 
the  strong  adverse  public  reaction  which  the  Corps  experienced  at  its 
public  meetings  where  this  alternative  was  presented. 
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Colonel  James  E.  Hays 
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February  21,  1974 


On  the  other  hand,  the  Corps  Study  does  Indicate  that  land  disposal  utilizing  prlvati 

owned  lands  does  appear  to  be  a viable  alternative  although  one  must  be 

cognizant  of  the  real  and  difficult  problems  that  this  technique  would 

encounter.  The  problems  of  public  and  governmental  acceptability  of  food 

crops  for  direct  consumption  as  well  as  the  institutional  arrangements 

that  would  be  required  may  be  Insurmountable.  Only  tine  may  tell  If 

this  would  be  true  at  some  point  in  the  ‘uture  if  population  increas* s 

faster  than  the  agricultural  industry  can  rm.';  ic.iently  provide  the  necessary 

food  as  the  amount  of  agricultural  land  decrr.  ses. 

In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  much  of  the  study  can  be  used  in 
the  preparation  of  the  Water  Quality  Kanagencnt  Study  for  Southeastern 
Michigan;  this  plan  being  a requirement  under  Section  303  (e)  of  P.L. 

92-500.  This  would  be  true  especially  of  those  portions  of  the  study 
which  deal  with  land  uses,  existing  water  quality  and  geologic  information. 

In  conclusion,  it  Is  expected  that  we  would  not  be  able  to  use  the  Corps'  Study 
as  the  total  wastewater  management  plan  for  Semtheastern  Michigan  since  some 
parts  would  not  only  be  in  conflict  with  our  ocn  Interim  plan,  which 
we  have  already  developed,  nor  with  our  anticljiated  plan  as  required 
under  P.L.  92-500.  However,  It  Is  highly  expected  that  portions  of  the 
study  will  be  useful  both  for  facility  planning  and  basin  water  quality 
management  planning. 


Very  truly  vours, 

WATER  RESOURCES  COMMISSION 


Assistant  Executive  Secretary 


WGT/JMB/RE:pp 

cc : R. 

Purdy 

W. 

Marks 

R. 

Courchalne 

J. 

Bohunsky 
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\ V FRlv.KSCN 
C M * I * N 

CMAHLES  H HK^ITT 

V'Cb  C»^4A|P»MAN 

PFTEH  a FLETCHEH 
C»^PL  V.  PELLONPAA 


STATH  of  MICHIGAN 


william  c.  milliken,  governor 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE  HIGHWAYS  AND  TRANSPORTATION 

STATE  HIGHWAYS  BUIUOlHO  - POST  OmCE  DMAWEK  K I ANSiNC  MICHIGAN  4«w04 
JOHN  P.  WOODFORD,  OiHtC  fO« 


January  24,  1974 


Colonel  James  E.  Itays 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
U.S.  Army  District,  Detroit 
P.O.  Box  1027 
Detroit,  Michigan  48231 

Dear  Colonel  Hays: 


The  Michigan  Department  of  State  Highways  and  Transportation  has  reviewed 
the  Southeastern  Michigan  Wastewater  Management  Study  and  offer  the  attached 
comments  for  your  consideration  In  preparing  the  final  report  for  this 
project. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Bill  Marks 

V.'ater  Resources 
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STA-E  OF  MICHIGAN  Janua.y  16.  1974 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE  HIGHWAYS  AND  TRANSPORTATION 


To; 


From : 


SubloLt: 


G.  R.  Adams,  Environmental  Liaison 
Transportation  Planning  L i v i i o n 


M.  Roth stein 
Engine €>r  of  Design 


Review  of  Southeastern  Michigan  Wastewater  Management  Study 


The  Design  Division  has  reviewed  three  of  the  nine 
volumes  of  this  study  that  are  available  in  the 
Michigan  State  libr'ry.  Our  review  was  directed 
primarily  to  sections  of  the  report  dealing  with 
hydrology  . 


The  report  indicates  runoff  estimates  were  made 
using  Brater’s  method  of  infiltration  capacity  - unit 
hydrograph.  Hydrologic  design  parameters  were  described 
In  different  ways  in  the  different  volumes  of  the 
report.  For  instance,  the  sewer  system  is  designed  to 
carry  10-year  storm  peak  flows,  regional  storage  systems 
are  designed  to  handle  2.1"  of  runoff,  and  the  system 
is  to  accommodate  an  annual  runoff  volume  of  16.3", 
a 25-year  statistic.  This  would,  in  turn,  place  our 
yearly  rainfall  at  more  than  64"  according  to  the 
Michigan's  r a i n f a 1 1 - runo f f relationships  listed  in 
the  summary  report. 


Nowhere  in  the  reports  could  we  find  the  Department 
■entioned  as  a party  to  wastewater  management,  nor  was 
highway  right-of-way  runoff  mentioned.  Further,  the 
Department  is  not  listed  in  the  tabulation  of  state 
agencies  having  legislative  direction  to  deal  with 
was  t ewa  ter. 


DD : JVM : m pm 


Engineer  of  Design 


c r : 


J.  F. . Glah 
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House  of  Representatives 


LANSINCj,  MICHIGAN  4&3U1 


UNO  0«^'«’CT 


RAYMOND  J.  SMIT 

ao«  M9 

ONSINO.  MICHIGAN  A(i90 1 

PNOMt. 

AM*  ft<7-a7ai7«3 


April  25,  1974 


MCMHtN  Uf  CUMM.Mtt'w  U 
Crt*."lMVATlCiN 
PO«.0:j  ANO 

BTATe  ArrAtHs 


Colonel  James  E.  Hays 

District  Engineer 

Detroit  District 

U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  0.  Box  1027 

Detroit,  Michigan  43231 

Dear  Colonel  Hays: 

The  following  conin.ents  are  offered  on  the  Draft  keport,  Inst  i ut  iona  1 Ar  far;ge- 
ments  Appendix,  of  the  Southeastern  Michigan  Waste  Water  Management  Serve. 
Scope  Study.  In  the  event  you  may  wish  to  consider  them,  a separate  li  • '.uj 
of  typographical  corrections  are  noted. 

1.  The  Institutional  Arrangements  Appendix  could  be  improved  by  incluaing 
a historical  analysis  of  what  happened  in  terms  of  waste  water  legis- 
lation in  Michigan.  It  would  be  helpful  to  an  understanding  of  govern- 
mental structure  if  the  Appendix  could  be  expanded  to  indicate  the 
sequence  of  events  leading  to  our  present  multiplicity  of  laws  and 
legislation  related  to  waste  water  management. 

2.  On  page  14  under  E.(3)--Urban  County-Act  185  of  1957  should  be  adjeu 
to  insure  completeness  since  this  legislation  is  of  primary  importunce 
to  the  provision  of  waste  water  service  by  county  governments  in 
southeast  Michigan. 

3.  On  page  19,  under  C--Wastewater--I  question  the  basic  aSsu.'iiptions 
associated  with  the  increased  recycling  of  industrial  wastewater. 

We  often  find  pollution  control  objections  enhanced  b>  a joint 
industrial -municipal  treatment  effort.  Also  on  page  19,  Table  4 is 
not  comprehensible. 

4.  On  pages  51-52  (Act  116  of  1963  and  Act  40  of  1956)  the  functions  or 
both  the  State  Planning  Division  (SPD)  and  the  Drainage  Division, 

Michigan  Department  of  Agriculture  have  been  altered  as  a result  of 
executive  reorganization.  This  portion  of  the  report  should  be  checked 
against  the  appropriate  executive  reorganization  order. 

5.  On  page  55,  the  organizational  breakdown  of  the  Water  Resources  Commission 
aiiJ  its  Bureau  of  Water  Management  should  be  checked  for  accuracy  and 
completeness. 
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6.  On  S7-5B,  the  State  Hnalth  n'^partir-’^nt  retains  its  review  function 

for  both  wat'-T  and  sewer  reqii i roronts  in  the  subdivision  review  process, 
and  it  retains  its  ir.embersh : on  ttip  '.later  Resource  Commission. 

7.  On  page  63,  the  Governor's  Advisory  Council  for  Environmental  Quality  has 
been  reorganized  by  Executive  Order  in  1973.  This  section  should  be 
updated  to  reflect,  the  reorg  inization  and  realignment  of  duties  which 
has  taken  plai  e since  the  Draft  report  Vi  prepared. 

8.  Tables  8,  9 and  10  (pages  89,  86  and  87y  summarize  a vast  quanity  of 
information  for  the  reader.  However,  the  text  which  assists  the  reader 
in  und<-rstandi ny  the  ot).)Octi V'"'  ai-.d  purpose  of  these,  tables  as  well  as 
their  content  needs  to  be  clarifi  d. 

9.  On  page  89,  it  is  my  understanding  that  no  existing  capability  exists  at 
the  Monro(>  [dant  for  incineration  of  sewije  sludge.  Does  your  analysis 
assume  that  this  sapability  will  be  added  to  the  existing  facility? 

10.  On  page  115,  it  is  important  to  recognize  that  the  county  is  not  the  £nlj^ 
local  management  institution  which  could  be  included  under  this  section. 

11.  On  pages  116-121,  the  example  of  the  evaluation  parameters  appears  to  need 
further  clarification.  In  its  present  form,  the  example  with  the  associated 
numerical  examples  appears  quite  arbitrary.  'iJhile  it  demonstrates  the 
importance  of  establishing  a systematic  method  for  evaluating  alternative 
institutional  arrangements , the  example  (in  its  present  form)  is  difficult 
to  follow.  More  effort  should  bo  placed  upon  clarifying  the  basis  for  the 
evaluation  example,  as  well  as  the  process  utilized  to  carry  out  the  evaluat 

12.  On  page  135,  the  statement  which  identifies  the  Water  Resources  Conmisslon 

as  a type  II  agency  is  not  completely  accurate.  The  Cofnnission  is  a Type 

II  agency  for  administrative  purposes — ie  budget,  personnel  matters; 
however,  it  retains  the  quasi-judicial  functions  of  a Type  I agency  in  that 
it  can  issue  orders  and  authorize  certain  activities.  In  essence,  under 
the  reorganization  as  implemented,  the  Water  Resources  Coimission  is  a 
hybrid  agency  possessing  traits  of  both  a Type  I and  a Type  II  activity. 

13.  On  page  141,  the  third  paragraph  appears  to  have  one  or  more  sentences  missii 

14.  On  page  212,  the  Section  on  Financing  in  the  State  of  Michigan  should  be 

revised  to  include  the  roles  played  by  both  the  Department  of  Treasury 
and  the  office  of  the  Attorney  General  in  the  actual  sales  of  bonds. 
Furthermore,  the  statement  about  the  WRC  being  the  only  group  retaining 

its  financing  related  activities  is  not  a true  statement-- ie  the  Department 
of  Treasury  and  the  Attorney  General's  office. 

15.  On  page  215,  the  statement  regarding  "full  faith  and  credit  or  levied  tax 

is  necessary..."  is  inaccurate.  Actually  full  faith  and  credit  or  levied 
tax  is  not  required 
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16.  On  pag  ' 221,  the  elicjibility  considerations  associated  with  Act  185 
of  lot/,  the  statement  is  not  accurate.  It  should  be  checked  and 
revised  to  conform  with  the  legislation  as  it  now  stands. 

17.  On  page  5 of  Enclosure  I,  the  system  description  should  be  modified 

to  provide  for  supplemental  pumping  of  water  in  drought  years  from  the 
Great  Lakes  (Lake  Huron)  so  that  all  fanners  who  have  come  to  depend 
upon  water  for  irrigation  purposes  will  be  satisfied. 

I hope  these  comments  will  be  useful  as  the  work  of  identifying  appropriate 
institutional  arrangements  for  wastewater  col  1 ection/treatment  for  Soutn- 
eastern  Michigan  continue. 

Vet=.y  truly  ypurs, 

RAYMOriO  J.  SMIT,  P.E. 

State  Representative 

RJS:w 

CC:  Dr.  Jonathan  Bulkley 

University  of  Michigan 
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SOUTHEAST  MICHIGAN 

COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS 

February  5,  1074 


Colonel  .fames  E.  Hayes 

Department  of  the  Army 

Detroit  District  Corps  of  Fingineers 

P.  O.  Box  1027 

Detroit,  Michigan  48231 

Dear  Colonel  Hayes: 

Please  find  attached  a .set  of  comments  on  the  U.  S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers'  Southeastern  F^Iichigan  Wastewater  Management 
Survey  Scope  Study.  The  invitation  for  SE.MCOG  rejiresentation  on 
your  coordinating  committee  is  appr'-  iated.  SEMCOG  goals  clearly 
establish  as  a serious  concern  wastev'iter  management.  It  consti- 
tutes an  integral  component  to  any  comprehensive  process  and  pro- 
gram. The.  hope  here  will  be  that  future  endeavors  involving  areas 
of  joint  concern  will  continue  to  witni  ..''.  the  same  desire  for  coopera- 
tion and  participation  that  have  chara  terized  the  conduit  of  your 
survey  scope  study. 

Further  appreciation  is  extended  to  the  staff  of  your  agency 
for  their  gracious  offer  of  time  to  discuss  with  our  staff,  and  several 
of  our  committees,  the  developments  of  your  .Survey  Scope  Study. 
Advances  in  providing  a quality  water  environment  for  thi.s  region 
should  continue  to  occur  when  agencies  seriously  solicit  input  from 
others. 


The  survey  scope  material  has  been  examined  in  considerable 
detail.  Comments  will  be  directed  toward  the  Institutional  Arrange- 
ments Appendix  and  the  Survey  .Slope  Study  summary  document.  Thi.s 
projec  t sei'incd  to  be  [primarily  a research  effort.  As  such,  no  com- 
ments will  be  offered  with  respect  to  different  conceptual  approaches. 
The  review  concentrates  on  accuracy  and  questions  which  must  be 
addres.sed  in  future  studies.  The  Corps  report  wilt  he  valuable  to 
this  agency  as  if  binds  together  in  one  bundle  .)  wealth  of  resc.arch 
information.  It  provides  a helpful  fr.ime  of  reference  for  considering 
alternative  methods  of  wastewater  man.igement. 


I hank  you. 


NI-.jc 

Fine. 


Very  truly  yours, 

/^,  '-^,1  — 

Nelson  Fabian 

Coordinating  Committee  Member 
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Cornnient  on  Survey  Scope  Study 


With  respett  to  tiie  Institutional  Arrangements  Appendix,  se-.'  al 
general  comments  seem  appropriate.  In  the  discussiotis  concerning  ii.e 
responsibilities  of  various  state  agencies,  the  material  provides  a pit  tun 
of  the  impact  which  appears  to  be  the  consequence  of  a first  reorgani--- 
tion  order.  The  text  didn't  seem  to  take  into  account  a subsequent  guLci- 
natorial  order  wfiich  modified  substantially  the  earlier  one. 

The  criteria  which  were  selected  to  perform  the  institutinna ! 
evaluations  seemed  to  represent  a good  start,  but  might  have  been  de'.elop- 
ed  even  lurther.  Table  14  on  page  119  seemed  somewhat  hard  to  under- 
stand in  light  of  the  preceding  section's  explanation  of  evaluation  criteria. 

In  subsequent  institutional  evaluations  where  factors  such  as  flexibility 
were  addressed,  precisely  how  different  institutional  arrangements  were 
evaluated,  again  seemed  somewhat  difficult  to  follow.  On  the  basis  of  what 
was  offered  in  the  appendix,  it  might  be  surmised  that  the  evaluations 
were  based  primarily  on  value  judgments.  A straightforward  objective 
analysis  did  not  seem  to  be  present.  (For  example,  the  political  realities 
of  different  Institutional  Arrangements  were  mentioned  in  discussions,  but 
never  developed  as  a criteria.  ) 

The  Institutional  Arrangements  Appendix  seemed  to  lean  toward 
favoring  a regional  approach  insofar  as  implementing  the  alternative  plans 
were  concerned.  However,  the  appendix  didn't  really  seem  to  identify 
existing  institutional  problems  in  this  context,  or  how  existing  institu- 
tions might  be  arranged  into  the  desired  management  agency.  Comments 
offered  on  legislation  pointed  out  both  advantages  and  disadvantages  which 
existed  in  present  laws  as  they  related  to  the  implementation  of  the  Corps 
proposals.  Existing  institutions,  however,  do  not  always  perform  to  the 
potential  of  a given  piece  of  legislation.  Political  considerations  often 
place  constraints  on  operations.  The  Institutional  Arrangements  Appendix 
will  certainly  be  of  significant  value  in  a technical  sense.  Beyond  that,  its 
value  seems  somewhat  tempered  as  it  doesn't  appear  to  go  far  enough  into 
existing  and  potential  Institutional  Arrangements  that  could  be  assessed,  in 
accordance  with  how  they  function  in  response  to  existing  and  foreseeable 
situations. 

1 his  appendix  did  assemble  a very  interesting  and  informative  assess- 
ment of  current  and  projected  trends  in  its  discussion  of  an  increasing  need 
for  regionalization.  Citing  the  experience  of  New  York,  as  well  as  documeni- 
ing  the  needs  in  the  TOPS  Task  Eorce  Report,  the  text  lent  feeling  to  a grow- 
ing perception  that  problems  of  this  nature  which  transcend  the  boundaries  of 
any  one  unit  of  government  must  be  viewed  from  the  vantage  point  of  a 
regional  perspective  and  probably  should  be  dealt  with  at  that  level  also. 
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Tho  tol  lo”-i -.L'  spccifii  romnn;nt  .ir.-  offered  on  the  Institutional 
Arrangements  Appendix. 

On  pafte  17,  Table  1 appears  not  to  match  the  narrative  under 
Section  5 A and  study  area/pop\ilation. 

On  pape  TT  little  attention  is  {>.iid  to  the  proprams  of  the  Economic 
I)e  ve  lopnie  nf  Administration.  This  ap{>i‘ars  to  b**  out  of  jil.ice  with  the  gen- 
eral spirit  of  tins  section,  which  seeks  to  embrace  virtually  any  federal 
program  w'lilch  has  .mything  to  do  with  water  quality  management.  EDA 
does  offer  grants  and  loans  for  sewage  pro)eits. 

On  page  T? , anfi  w’ithin  the  chart  discussing  rnanagiTiient  oti  a nation- 
al scale,  refereme  is  made  to  SEM(  OG  administering  HUD  grants.  The 
comment  is  made  ...  while  on  a regional  SEM  level,  SEMC'OG  administers 
HUD  grants."  SE.\',('OG  does  not  administer  any  grants.  It  receives  a HUD 
grant  to  conduct  pi. inning  and  it,  in  turn,  reviews  projects  which  seek  federal 
grants.  SF.,MCQ(j  c^tfers  comments  with  respect  to  whether  or  not  proposed 
projects  conform  to  appropri.ate  regional  plans.  Those  comments  in  turn 
represent  , advice  for  the  federal  funding  agency  to  take  into  consirleration 
when  they  are  contemjilati ng  awarding  a gr.inl. 

The  section  regarding  management  in  the  State  entails  descriptions 
of  several  oi  the  House  and  Setnate  Committr-es  which  apfiear  to  be  soniewhat 
inaccurate.  On  pag»'  48  a Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  Consumer 
Affairs  is  listed.  That  title,  I believe^,  should  read  "Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations  '.  Also  listed  is  a Senate*  Committee  on  .Ag  ririilturi' . T he 
correct  title  for  that  Committee,  I think,  is  the  "Senate  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture and  Consumer  Affairs".  On  page  49,  I do  not  believe  there  is  a 
Senate  Committee  on  Health,  Social  Services  and  Retirement,  as  listed. 

Rather,  I think  it  is  called  the  "Senate  Committee  on  Health  and  Social 
Services".  Finally,  the  chart  might  also  include  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Conservation,  F.nvi  ronment,  and  Tourism.  No  such  committee  is  listed  within 
the  .Senate  in  the  Appendix. 

Regarding  House  C!ommittees,  two  additional  committees  might  be 
listed.  They  ar<*  tho  House  Committee  on  Conservation  and  Recreation, 
and  the  House  Committee  on  Marine  Affairs.  Both  are  involved  in  legis- 
lative activities  relev. int  to  the  subject  of  this  study. 

F^eginning  on  page  S2,  and  continuing  through  jiage  S4,  there  is  a 
discussion  on  the  responsibilities  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The 
references  to  what  the  Governor's  reorganiz.ition  plan  entails  seems  to  des- 
cribe more  what  his  first  reorganization  order  prescribed  rather  than  his 
second.  The  original  reorganization  order  dealt  with  transfer  of  the  drain 
code  function  to  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources.  If  my  understanding 
of  the  second  reorganization  order  is  (orrect,  it  restored  the  drain  code 
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function  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  trar.merred  to  DNH  only  those 
responsibilities  which  dealt  with  the  coordination  of  watershed  development. 

On  page  59,  a summary  is  offered  on  tf..-  lu.i  uons  of  the  State  Depart- 
ment of  Public  Health  prior  to  reorganization.  ^ listing  in  this  fashion  seems 

out  of  place.  A more  correct  listing  might  be  a<  tueved  were  it  located  under 
the  DNR. 


On  page  59  reference  is  made  to  a Hureau  at  Programs  and  Budget. 
This  organization  seems  to  be  in  a constant  state  of  tlux,  but  our  latest 
information  has  as  the  title  for  the  Bureau  - ' n,e  Bureau  of  the  Budget” 

This  now  seems  to  be  located  within  the  Department  ot  Management  and  ' 
Budget.  Furthermore,  1 don't  think  there  is  an  Office  of  Planning  Co- 
ordination, as  indicated  on  page  59.  The  State  planning  function  is  con- 

ucted  out  of  either  the  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Relations  or  the  Depart- 
ment  of  Naturcil  Resources. 

No  mention  is  made  of  the  fact  (pages  ul  and  62),  that  the  Governor's 
Special  Commission  on  Local  Government  and  the  Governor's  Special  Com- 
mission on  Land  Use  have  completed  their  assignments  and  have  assembled 
their  final  reports. 

On  page  68,  and  in  the  discussion  about  the  Detroit  Metro  Water 
Department,  comment  is  made  that  the  Water  Department  treats  wastewater 
from  some  67  southeastern  communities  by  contract.  Our  information  in- 
dicates the  correct  figure  to  be  79.  This  should  probably  looked  into. 

On  page  115,  again  reference  is  made  to  the  Governor's  reorganization 
order.  All  of  the  wastewater  related  responsibilities  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  have  not,  we  understand,  been  transferred  to  DNR.  This  is  only 
true  for  the  Health  Department. 

A discussion  on  evaluation  parameters  and  an  evaluation  of  selected 
alternatives  is  presented  through  pages  I16-I21.  On  pages  116  and  117,  a 
set  of  initial  assumptions  are  made.  The  e.xplanations  of  both  the  parameters 
and  assumptions  are  written  in  a way  which  does  not  appear  to  clearly  convey 
concepts  ana  capabilities.  This  point  is  raised  because  this  section  is  so 
crucial  to  the  appendix.  For  example,  something  is  mentioned  regarding 
Act  185's  prohibition  on  contracting  outside  the  appropriate  jurisdiction. 
Similarly,  mention  is  made  of  Drain  Commissions  having  a problem  con- 
structing sewage  treatment  plants.  Both  comments  seem  somewhat  mislead- 
ing. 

The  evaluation  which  begins  on  page  118,  uses  only  0,  5 and  10  to 
rate  different  evaluation  parameters.  The  rating  system  again  appears  to  be 
baaed  on  value  judgments.  Since  this  section  is  so  critical  to  the  report,  a 
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more  detail<‘d  explanatory  text,  along  witli  additional  examples,  might  be 
offered  on  how  this  system  works.  Additional  evaluation  criteria  might  also 
be  considered,  such  as  suggested  on  page  1 of  these  comments. 

On  page  117  reference  is  made  to  Table  1.  Shouldn't  this  be  Table 

16? 

On  page  130  reference  is  made  to  metropolitan  councils.  Unlike 
the  discussions  pertinent  to  other  institutions,  this  particular  discussion 
mentions  nothing  about  the  capabilities,  or  the  potential  of  the  Metropoli- 
tan Council  of  Governments.  Also,  no  comment  is  made  concerning  a 
regional  planning  function  in  the  Council  of  Governments.  More  might 
be  said  on  this  subject. 

On  page  140,  within  the  list  developed  concerning  Institutional 
Arrangements  for  regional  government,  a very  important  remark  is  made 
under  Item  5.  It  stresses  the  importance  of  rt;giuual  viewpoints  and  pers- 
pectives and  the  ability  to  see  a problem  not  within  the  confines  of  the  politics, 
environment,  or  economics  of  any  one  local  \init  of  government,  but  rather, 
within  its  larger  perspective.  This  point  might  be  amplified  somewhat  to 
further  bring  out  what  it  attempts  to  say. 

On  page  142,  under  D of  the  section  "Considerations  for  Compre- 
hensive Wastewater  Management",  the  comment  is  made  that  effective 
devices  are  lacking  which  would  assure  that  plans  for  activities  of  different 
public  authorities  and  municipalities  are  not  competing  or  conflicting.  The 
A-95  review  and  comment  function  discharged  by  SEMCOG  was  designed 
to  address  Just  this  problem.  Though  more  can  be  done  to  make  this  func- 
tion more  effective,  at  least  it  does  represent  a device,  and,  as  such, 
should  probably  be  recognized. 

On  page  145,  in  reference  to  the  State  Housing  Development  Act, 
there  seems  to  be  an  incorrect  assertion  made  about  the  State's  ability 
to  construct  housing  for  low  to  moderate  income  persons,  as  a result 
of  programs  which  have  displaced  homes,  (such  as  with  the  clearing  of 
slums  and  blighted  areas).  Housing  is  constructed  by  the  Michigan  State 
Housing  Development  Authority  throughout  the  State  and  major  criticism 
of  it  seems  to  be  that  it  does  not  provide  enough  housing  within  the  central 
urban  areas.  Also,  its  activities  appear  to  have  little  to  do  with  whether 
or  not  someone's  home  has  been  cleared. 

On  page  212  mention  is  made  of  different  State  institutions.  Again, 
the  Governor's  reorganization  order  seems  to  make  this  description  some- 
what incorrect. 


A-25 


5 


On  page  IZ’)  (in  summary  of  the  representative  plans),  mention  is 
made  that  the  incineration  of  sludge  and  subsequent  disposal  by  landfill 
of  the  ash,  appeared  to  be  the  most  practical  means  for  sludge  disposal. 
Furthermore,  tlie  comment  is  made  that  this  process  appeared  to  out- 
weigh the  disadvantages  of  increased  energy  demands  and  air  emissions 
of  other  alternatives.  In  light  of  the  energy  crisis,  it  would  appear  helpful 
if  the  authors  could  share  the  criteria  that  were  used  to  base  this  comment  on. 
(Within  the  operation  of  sewage  treatment  facilities,  methane  gas  regenera- 
tion appears  to  be  an  increasingly  popular  suggestion.)  Otherwise,  the 
values  of  the  authors  might  be  considered  to  play  a prominent  role  with 
suggesting  that  this  is  the  optimal  way  for  disposing  of  the  sludge. 

Throughout  the  discussion  of  representative  plans,  a salient  point 
iTiade  is  that  small  communities  outside  of  the  regional  service  area  should 
continue  to  operate  their  own  wastewater  systems  until  they  can  be  (otmect- 
ed  to  a regional  system.  One  of  the  disappointments  of  this  appe:idix  was 
that  it  failed  to  address  issues  involved  in  the  extension  of  sewers  outward 
and  how  the  e.xtensicju  of  sewers  directly  impacti'd  on  not  only'  the  institutions 
of  the  communities  involved,  but  also  the  econotnic  well  being  of  all  those 
served.  Additionally,  nothing  W'as  dev'elojied  which  would  indicate  when  the 
"right”  time  was  at  hand  for  a connection  into  a larger  municipal  se\/er 
system. 


In  sum,  with  regard  to  this  report,  it  should  be  mentioned  that 
it  will  serve  as  a valuable  resource  document. 

With  regard  to  the  Survey  Scope  Study  s iKbi  rn  a r y report,  the  follow- 
ing general  comments  seem  appropriate. 

As  the  report  states  on  jiage  91,  common  to  each  representative 
plan  is  the  use  of  three  existing  wastewater  treatment  plants.  These  would 
include  the  ones  in  Detroit,  Wyandotte  and  Monroe'.  In  addition  to  these 
three  major  plants  the  treatment  facilities  in  Port  Huron  would  be  converted 
to  physical  chemical  treatment  and  a new  plant  would  appear  at  the  mouth 
of  the  Huron  River.  The  use  of  these  five  wastewater  treatment  facilities, 
in  their  Irjcation  and  time,  conform  to  what  regional  sewer  plans  adopted  by 
this  agency  indicate.  In  other  words,  regional  plans  have  recognized  the 
importance  of  these  facilities  and  portray  their  existence  at  least  through 
1990,  as  that  is  the  date  for  which  long  range  SEMCOG  planning  aims  for. 
Also,  such  a basic  framework  underlies  a philosophy  of  regionalization, 
which  among  otlu!r  things,  benefits  the  regional  commutiity  by  achieving 
economies  of  scale. 
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As  indicated  earlier,  the  report  docos  nof  go  into  rletail  pjertaining 
to  the  point  at  which  regionalization  becomes  subjected  to  diminishing 
returns.  Such  an  analysis  may  have  impacted  cost  estimates  developed 
for  the  various  alternatives.  Also,  whether  or  not  inland  communities 
should  phase  out  their  wastewater  treatment  facilities  in  order  to  connect 
to  the  larger  municipal  system  might  have  been  examined  in  niore  depth. 

I he  economics  of  such  a connection  involves  many  issues  and  it  b.ii  dly 
seems  sufficient  in  a comprehensive  plan  to  dismiss  the  issue  v/ith  a 
terse  "growth  might  warrant  the  extension  of  regional  intercepto-s". 

Ideas  which  might  warrant  exploration  include  the  conct;pt  of  a lirnifi  d 
access  piyie,  whereby  an  outlying  community  can  connect  to  a large  sewer 
system  without  tuxperiencing  urban  sprawl  in  between. 

Finally,  and  again  in  the  way  of  a general  comment,  the  summary 
report  proved  quite  informative  in  highlighting: 

1)  what  it  means  to  use  a land  disposal  system; 

Z)  What  it  will  cost  this  region  if  it  is  serious  about 
meeting  the  PL  92-500  water  cjuality  goals; 

3)  What  the  differences  between  WRC's  Phase  II  and  the 
Corps  alternatives  are;  and 

4)  The  importance  of  tiiriing  to  the  implementation  of 
these  plans,  on  schedule,  with  the  no  discharge  of 
pollutants  goal. 

Reg.ty'i* specifics  of  tiie  report,  the  following  comments  seem 
appropriate: 

On  page  14,  the  assumption  is  that  as  this  area  continvies  to  grow,  (if 
indeed  it  does  continue  to  grow),  suburbanization  will  continue  to  occur  while 
the  filling  in  of  vacant  areas  in  existing  urban  locales  will  not  take  place. 

This,  in  essence,  suggests  the  continuation  of  a leapfrog  sprawl  type  of 
development.  There  seems  to  be  increasing  numbers  of  people  who  believe 
that  this  phenomena  will  soon  begin  to  slow  down  as  federal  funds  which 
helf)  finance  the  develojiment  are  withdrawn. 

On  page  15  in  reference  to  future  employment  levcds,  wording  appears 
perhaps  somewhat  overly  ojitimistic.  It  should  be  mentioned  that  the  special 
TOPS  'lask  F'orce  Report  identified  employment  as  the  major  and  most  serious 
problem  for  the  tricounty  area. 

On  page  18  ttu:  authors  maintain  that  considerable  population  and 
economic  growth  are  expectc'd  in  such  cities  as  Warren  and  Sterling  Heights, 
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as  well  as  Dearborn,  Livonia,  Westland,  Monroe  City  and  Port  Huron. 

Our  data  indicates  that  several  of  these  cities  nearly  attained  a built-up 
population  and  future  growth  will  be  at  a much  lower  rate. 

Page  20  includes  the  comment  that  87%  of  the  population  in  the  nine- 
county  Corps  service  area  obtain  their  water  from  central  distribution  systems. 
SEMCOG  figures  for  the  seven-county  region  indicate  that  90%  of  the  people 
obtain  their  water  from  central  distribution  systems.  The  comparison  is 
into  re  sting. 

On  page  28,  the  discussion  of  the  River  Rouge  Basin,  a stateiTient 
about  the  water  quality  of  the  river  appears  to  be  incongruous  with  the 
WRC  Phase  II  report.  The  Corps  authors  niaintain  that  dissolved  oxygen 
levels  are  relatively  good  throughout  the  basin.  However,  in  the  Water 
Resources  Commission's  Phase  II  Southeastern  Michigan  Water  Quality 
Management  Report,  the  point  is  made  that  DO  levels  are  low  at  a 
majority  of  the  stations  in  the  basin,  while  BOD  levels  throughout  the 
basin  suggest  a very  large  organic  flow. 

On  pages  33  t'nrough  35,  a detailed  listing  of  all  existing  waste- 
water  treatment  facilities  is  provided.  A few  errors  seem  to  exist  within 
this  list.  Again,  our  data  indicates  that  there  no  longer  exists  treatment 
facilities  as  such  in  Utica  and  Sterling  Heights. 

On  pages  41  and  42,  the  claim  is  made  that  the  Detroit  River  pro- 
vides large  cjuantities  of  high  quality  water  for  water  use  in  southeast 
Michigan.  This  seems  to  contradict  the  general  spirit  and  description 
associated  with  the  discussion  on  page  28  covering  the  Detroit  River. 

There  the  statement  is  made  that  the  quality  of  the  Detroit  River  is 
satisfactory  and  that  during  periods  of  rainfall  in  excess  of  approxi- 
mately 1/2  inch,  the  combined  sewer  outfalls  overflow  and  discharge 
contaminated  stormwater  and  raw  sewage  which  undoubtedly  exert  some 
kind  of  impact. 

The  second  paragraph  on  page  49  deals  with  the  DMWD  policy 
of  providing  water.  The  assertion  is  made  that  the  people  of  this  region 
agree  and  sujiport  DMWD  plans.  Since  most  of  this  region's  population 
doesn't  even  know  what  DMWD  plans  are,  it  might  be  more  appropriate 
to  say  that  no  notable  public  opposition  to  DMWD  supplying  water  is 
known  to  exist.  Also,  it  might  be  mentioned  that  political  opposition 
to  DMWD  water  plans  in  St.  Clair  and  Monroe  counties  has  occurred. 

On  page  40  reference  is  made  to  various  goals  and  objectives 
promulgated  by  state,  regional  and  local  agencies.  Included  in  this  list 
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is  a goal  to  eliininato  the  discharge  of  wast(;wat(--r  to  inland  water  systems 
in  Michigan.  Can  the  source  be  footnoted? 

On  page  63  the  fifth  paragraph  talks  aVjout  deep  tunnels  constructed 
in  hard  rock.  Has  the  potential  for  using  the  hydraulic  gravity  flow  in 
the  se  tunnels  for  the  production  of  energy  ever  been  looked  at? 

On  page  120  a very  important  conclusion  is  made.  That  concerns 
the  fact  that  even  100%  elimination  of  municipal  and  industrial  w’aste  would 
not  be  adequate  in  significantly  improving  conditions  in  I^ke  Erie.  The 
effort,  rather,  must  involve  other  watersheds  in  the  Hake  Erie  Basin. 

While  full  cooperation  certainly  seems  to  represent  the  best  ar rangement, 
even  that,  although  it  is  an  impressive  cleanup  program,  may  not  be  enough 
to  rehabilitate  Lake  Erie.  According  to  the  Lake  Erie  Report  and  Barry 
Commoner's  "This  Closing  Circle",  oxygen  demanding  deposits  have  been 
building  up  in  Lake  Erie's  bottom  sediments  for  a long  period  of  time. 
However,  due  to  a peculiar  iron  bond,  these  organic  materials  have  not 
exerted  the  huge  oxygen  demand  for  which  they  are  capable  of  some  day. 
Therefore,  shovild  this  ever  occur,  no  matter  what  kind  of  cooperation  exists 
around  the  basin.  Lake  Erie  would  be  in  serious  trouble. 

On  page  125,  and  in  the  discussion  of  the  land  irrigation  alterna- 
tives, additional  mention  might  be  made  of  a social  value  which  simply  does 
not  like  the  idea  of  spray  irrigation. 

All  in  all,  the  Corps'  study  is  recognized  as  being  a compilation  of 
a valuable  set  of  informaticjn  which  can  be  used  by  many.  In  this  respect 
it  represents  a very  worthy  addition  to  the  resource  material  to  be  utilized 
by  people  within  this  region.  The  institutional  analysis  as  well  as  the  dis- 
cussion of  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  associated  with  implementing 
various  wastewater  management  technologies  seem  to  have  explored  many 
previously  unresearched  areas.  It  sho\ild  save  a great  deal  of  time  for 
people  who  have  the  responsibility  for  tracing  out  the  implications  involved 
in  the  consideration  of  different  ideas  suggested  for  wastewater  management 
planning. 

I hope  this  set  of  comments  prov<;s  useful. 
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March  12,  1974 


Bernard  E.  Giamperroni 
Director 


V C-  “-.a  • -^n  MEMORANDUM 


Hichard  C.  Roose 
Assistant  Director 


D.  Bac« 
Sec-'r?Mfv 

C -V  0 B.^con 


TO: 


J.  c.er>ren 
»V  B^ar-oencMr:j 
S.  R^  cfi 
A.  V^Ku’ien 
ECiv  n E /^ht-don 


FROM: 


RE: 


Macomb  County  Planning  Commission  Members 

Macomb  County  Planning  Commission  Staff 
Macomb  County  Drain  Commission  Staff 

Southeastern  Michigan  Wastewater  Management 
Survey  Scope  Study  - U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  - Position  Statement 


Date  Received:  February  19,  1974 

Purpose:  This  extensive  study  of  Southeastern  Michigan  and 

the  various  alternatives  which  it  might  select  for 
the  proper  management  of  municipal  and  industrial 
wastewater  plus  urban  storm  runoff  was  commissioned 
by  Congress  in  1970  due  to  increasing  national, 
state  and  local  concern  about  water  quality  in  the 
Great  Lakes  and  in  the  nation's  rivers.  The  Study 
was  modified  in  1972-73  to  meet  the  standards  of 
the  new  Water  Pollution ■ Control  Act,  Public  Law 
92-500,  which  was  passed  midway  through  the  process. 

Staff  from  the  Macomb  County  Planning  Commission 
first  attended  public  hearings  on  this  Study  in 
July  1972.  These  were  followed  by  volumes  of  pre- 
liminary reports  and  more  public  hearings  in 
December  1972  and  final  draft  reports  in  December 
1973  and  February  1974.  Public  hearings  were  held 
on  the  final  draft  alternatives  in  December  1973. 

On  March  5,  1974,  representatives  of  the  Detroit 
District  Office,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  met 
with  staff  from  the  Planning  Commission,  Drain 
Commission,  Environmental  Health  Department  and 
the  Soil  Conservation  District  representative  to 
discuss  questions  raised  in  the  reports,  as  they 
might  affect  Macomb  County. 


Review 
History : 
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S.E.  Michiqan 
Wastewater  Management 
Survey  Scope  Study 


March  12,  1974 


Sta  f f 
Comments : 


1.  Wo  agree  with  the  basic  concept  of  environmental 
protection,  and  the  upgrading  of  water  fjuality, 
provided  that  feasibility  can  be  shown  both  tech- 
nologically and  economically.  Toward  this  goal,  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  have  produced  a thorough 
(examination  of  the  problems  and  developed  a techno- 
logically feasible  wastewater  management  system,  re- 
gardless of  cost. 

2.  It  appears  that  the  costs  of  the  three  alternative 
plans  may  be  excessive  for  both  the  region  and  the 
nation  at  this  time. 

1.  Since  the  Pollution  Control  Act  is  still  being  in- 
terpreted some  of  the  recommendations  in  the  Study 
may  go  beyond  the  intent  of  the  Act. 

4.  The  impact  of  sediment  control  through  the  imple- 
mentation of  efforts  to  upgrade  stream  water  quality 
in  Michigan  needs  to  bo  assessed,  before  beginning 
such  a massive  program  of  wastewater  treatment, 
particularly  the  storage  and  treatm<  at  of  storm 
runoff  water  on  a scale  as  massive  as  recommended 

in  the  three  alternative  plans. 

5.  Much  more  study  on  the  feasibility  and  advantages 
of  land  irrigation  with  treated  wastewater  needs 
to  be  undertaken  before  large  scale  operations  are 
begun.  Pilot  programs  of  irrigation  would  be  in- 
valuable in  determining  feasibility,  both  economic- 
ally and  environmentally. 

6.  Apparently,  the  amount  of  storm  runoff  to  be 
treated  under  the  alternative  plans  is  based  on  a 
25  year  flood  situation.  A serious  question  can 
be  raised  about  the  cost-b«nefit  ratio  of  a system 
designed  to  this  scale. 

7.  Implementation  of  a reservoir  system  in  Macomb 
County  to  treat  storm  water  runoff  as  envisioned 
in  this  study  would  interupt  important  and  neces- 
sary vehicular  transportation  arteries  in  the 
County . 
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S . 1' . Mich  igan 
VJastowator  Management 
Survt?y  Scope  Study 


March  12,  1974 


Staff  Recom- 
mendations : 


/mal 


1.  That  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  ot  Engineers,  Detroit 
District,  can  be  commended  for  their  effort  in 
assisting  Southeastern  Michigan  with  solutions 
to  wastewater  treatment . 

2.  That  more  study  is  needed  before  any  massive 
program  for  storm  water  treatment  be  undertaken. 

3.  That  further  research  and  development  is  needed 
before  land  irrigation  as  a method  of  waste- 
water  treatment  is  undertaken  in  this  region. 

4.  That  efforts  should  be  made  to  maximise  the 
quality  of  storm  runoff  through  an  extensive 
program  of  pilot  studies. 
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Greater  Port  Huron  - Marysville  Chamber  of  Commerce 


920  pin#  grove  event 
port  Huron,  micHigon  480< 
phone  (313)  985-71C 


.nnuary  7.  ly?3 


District  iingircer 

U.  3.  Arr.y  Dnrinoer  District,  Detroit 
Attn:  Urban  d S-'CCial  Dtudies  aeclion 

F.O.  Box  1027 
Detroit,  MI  4o231 


Gentlemen : 

I have  been  rr,.<st  impressed  v/ith  both  your  verbal  and  written 
presentation  on  Alternatives  for  Managing  '.Vastewater  in  Southeastern 
Michigan.  I did  not  have  the  feeling  that  you  were  attempting  to 
push  something  on  us  come  "hell  or  high  water".  1 believe  that  it 
was  clearly  pointe:!  out  that  your  proposals  were  bas(>d  on  the  best 
available  and  accepted  technologies  for  dealing  with  wastewater  in 
the  public  sector. 

I do  feel,  however,  that  before  a legi'-lative  decision  can  be 
made  we  must  have  in  opportunity  to  view  methods  of  dealing  with 
wastewater  that  be  ;h  originate  from  and  are  administered  by  the 
private  sector.  Individually  owned  and  operated  septic  system.s 
have  been;  and  in  some  cases,  will  remain  an  adequate  method  of 
dealing  with  wastewater.  Certainly  modern  technology  can  improve 
the  property  owner  ability  to  deal  with  his  own  problem! 

I would  hope  that  in  gathering  information  from  many  sources 
we  come  up  with  the  best  solution  rather  than  the  solution  proposed 
by  the  strongest  source  as  is  so  often  the  case. 

Your  contribution  in  seeking  inform, at  ion,  though  often  maligned, 
is  appreciated  by  this  organization  as  a giant  effort  worthy  of 
thoughtful  considerat ion  by  our  regional  decision  makers.  And  as 
your  representatives  have  pointed  out,  your  proposed  alternatives 
may  not  be  the  ultimate  solution. 

3 incere ly , 

Miles  M.  Ben'^dict 

Lxecutive  Director 


M"  B/drs 
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"Serving  St.  Clair  County" 


TOWNSHIP  OF  RAISINVILLE 


Dtct-r.iber  23,  197j 


Lep -irtraent  of  uht.-  Army 
Letroit  bistrict,  borpo  of  Enginooro 
?.  0.  box  1G27 
Letroit,  Michigan  4o2jl 

Gentlemen : 

The  Raioinville  Township  Board  attended  the  final  public 
hearing  held  December  13,  1V73  cit  Cantrick  Junior  High 
School  in  Monroe,  Michigan.  The  meeting  being  on 
"Alternatives  for  Managing  Waste  Water  in  southeastern 
Michigan" . 

We,  the  Board  are  opposed  to  methods  proposes  at  this 
meeting  for  the  following  reasons. 

The  thousands  of  acres  of  prime  farm  land  being  used  for 
irrigation  of  wastewater  and  sludge  from  Metropolitan 
areas. 

The  exessive  amounts  could  not  be  absorbed  by  the  types 
of  soils  that  exsist,  only  to  find  it  to  run  off  and 
cause  pollution  in  the  streams  and  river. 

With  all  the  proposed  lagoons  and  tunnels  this  would 
be  a health  hazard  along  with  unbearable  ooors  to  the 
surrounding  community. 

In  summarizing  the  report  the  vital  farm  land  would  consist 
of  landfills,  wastewater  and  sludge  from  the  Metropolitan 
areas  at  a cost  to  the  taxpayers  from  four  to  ten  billion 
dollars.  , 

These  are  but  a few  reasons  we  oppose  the  proposed  plans 
in  the  report. 


Yours  truly, 


Raisinville  Township  Board 
Howard  Zeemer,  Clerk 
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aJ^ciUjiu’  oj  0/  (linen 

'/ llic  CDclroil  ^liYlehropolxlan 


MrTMOfOUITAN  AMFA 

i.rAGur*!  January  2U,  197h 


ALLEN  F'ARK 


n I P M I NGMA  Nt 

nLOOMF  ILLD 


DCARBOPN  — 

DC A P HORN  HE  IGMT  S 


District  Kngineer 

D.  So  Arr^y  ilnf^ineer  District,  Detroit 
ATTD:  'Jrban  5t  Special  Stadies  Section 

P.O.  Box  1027 
Detroit,  /-lichigan  iifc231 


DETROIT 

DOWNRIVER 

WAYNE  COUNTV 

GROS9F  POINTF 


The  foliowing  is  a statenent  to  be  included  in  the  hearing 
record  on  the  SoutheasU-'n  Michigan  '..'astewa  ie;r  Manageraent 
Survey  Scope  Study  and  is  subnit ied  by: 

The  River  Rouge  Basin  CoruTiittee  of  the  League  of  Wonen  Voters 
of  Metropolitan  Detroit.  The  Oonmitte"  is  made  up  of  8 local 
leagues  and  r"pressnt.s  tf<^  16  leafgues  in  Meti'opoli tan  Detroit, 


LIVONIA 


MOUNT  CLEMENS  - 
CLINTON  ARE  A 


NORTMVILl.t  - 


Since  th.e  L67“square  nile  Ro:.gc  River  basin  is  one  of  ttie  7 
najor  river  basins  included  in  the  Corps'  study  area  we  are 
vitally  interested  in  the  outco.ne  of  this  sfcidy.  We  are  con- 
cerned about  the  effects  on  all  of  southeastern  Michigan,  and 
in  particular,  the  effects  on  the  Rouge  basin. 


PLYMOUTH  APFA 

POCMr*TER  AREA 

POYAU  OAK 

SOUTHFIELD  - 

LATHRUP  VILLAGE 

TROY 

WAPPCN 

WIST  aLOOMFICLD  — 
PAPMINSTON  ARKA 

WBar  OAKLAMD  COUNTY 


We  ask  that  the  evaluation  of  the  wastewater  .nanage.nent  pro- 
posals give  careful  consideration  to  the  following: 

1.  A ruLL  CPST-BDf.SFIT  AtiALYSIS 

The  trenendous  capital  cost  of  billion  (1973  dollars) 
must  he  Justified  by  benefits  to  the  citizens  of  swith- 
eastern  Michigan  and  the  lower  Oreat  Lakes,  Will  the 
clean  water  benefits  equal  Sii  billion? 

V.'e  understand  that  th.e  stat<Ki  annual  cost  of  5370- 
(J390  million  was  based  on  a interest  rate.  Tn« 
cost  of  money  Is  alreatly  considerably  higher,  and  it 
should  be  understood  that  the  anmal  cost  will  be 
escalated  accordingly. 

Vfe  are  unable  to  determine  from  Uie  study  whether  or 
not  the  representative  plans'  cost  figxires  include 
the  cost  of  the  interim  plan.  Since  it  api^ears  that 
much  of  the  interim  plan  would  be  incorpora  tad  in  the 
3 representative  plans,  would  not  the  cost  of  iapla- 
nenting  on<.‘  of  these  plans  be  increased  by  the  cost 
of  the  interim  plan? 
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s*  « f.  OPOL  I T AN  A«rA 

t r * ci ; > r A 


* t_Lt  N PA«K 

9 I M M I NGH  AM  — 

■ L.OOMF  ICLD 

C F A N now  N - 

Of  ^»<HOMN  Ht^lGHTA 

DPTHOIT 

ooiA  N w I V r w 

WAVNF  COUNTV 

ONOb^F  F'CINTF 

L I VON  I A 

MO.JNT  ,-irMFNS  - 
CLIN  r ON  A W I-  A 

NOW T M , I uur  - 

PLYMOUTH  AWf  A 
« OC  MtSTI  W AN FA 
POVAL  OAK 

•OUTMFirLO  - 

LATHWUP  VlUlJ^GF 

T NOV 


District  Zn^irieer  ~2 

?.  G-’^'3CT  ON  THE  LANTJ  OK  D^^-JNT'.T;  tS''r'  FLOOD 

FROM  ^,372  E'jiAiiE  A'HiJl 

The  ecolOf^y  of  the  land  nomally  includes  the  receiving 
and  absorbing  of  precipitation.  stoT-r.  water,  or  a 
significant  part  of  it,  is  drained  off  rat!;er  than 
bring  allowed  to  soak  into  the  flood  plains  and  wet 
lands,  what  will  be  the  effect  on  crops,  forest  lands, 
park  lark's,  grourri  water  table,  ana  the  rivers  ther’.- 
selves?  V/ill  great  quantities  of  additional  water 
have  to  be  puj-aped  back  orito  the  lar*d  froi  the  lakes 
(using  rr.ore  energy),  wr.en  rain  '.rater  could  have  been 
hell  there  at  raini.'Tal  cost  and  use  of  e.nerry? 

He  feel  that  additional  e.xploration  sheuld  be  .Tadt  of 
more  efficient,  less  costly,  alte-native  methods  of 
hartll*ng  ''flood”  waters,  such  as  vacating  flood 
plains,  prohibiting  building  in  wet  lands,  discon- 
n»'ction  of  rocf  gutters  from  sev;ers,  use  of  perm.?a: 'e 
pavj  L"^ntc  in  parking  lot  , small  area  catch  basins, 
s all  on-sittf  treat  k^r.t  plants.  It  is  honed  tha'-  any 
plan  aion’j;  '«l'.l  be  s ;f  •'tcien  tly  fie' ibl-’  to  inco: - 
poi'.ate  new  tech.nology  as  it  app:ears. 

3.  KFr  • .'riL  L'f'  DET.P  T'  •.'..-.L  CO::El”t''ifr ' ON  ON  lidL 
Will  the  testir:g  and  construction!  t'.icicf-'.  ves  damage 
tHe  lard  w‘.'-re  tua-eliru’  ta'^.es  olace?  V.V.at  effect 
will  tiie  bearock  tunneling  i-i.--  o.i  the  rrourvi  ’.voUt? 
Will  the  water  be  contxitina  ted  by  leakage  from  tlie 
tunnels?  '.-.'ill  acquiiers  be  deple  U-d,  lowering  well 
levels? 

W);at  env:ron"!en‘.al  safeguards  will  b--  used  in  con- 
nection with  the  construction  — lined  tunnels, 
mini.'nun  coins  truction  damage,  reclar.ation  of  disturbed 
sites,  etc,? 

Have  the  cost  of  such  safeguards  been  incl'uded  in  tic 
cost  estimates? 


W A P M t 


N 


WEST  RUOOMriCUO  - 
FARMING  TON  AREA 


WEST  OAKLAND  COUNTV 


Wo  recognize  ttia  t the  Army  Corps  made  many  efforts  to  bring 
their  hearings  to  public  attention.  We  were  concerned,  how- 
ever, tliat  the  presentat.ion  at  die  hearing  did  not  fully 
present  the  total  costs  involved,  since  figuref  were  al.-iost 
completely  in  annual  terms.  'Ve  wore  also  interested  to  note 
that  no  one,  from  seeing  the  slide  presentation  and  reading 
the  small  brochure,  would  malize  that  massive  deep  tunnels 
were  required  to  carry  out  the  Corps'  plans.  We  axe  further 
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MF  T«OPOl_l  T AM  A 

UFAGUrS 


AL.l_tM  PARK 


Ijibtrict  En^inef^r  -3 

t 

concirrrtvi  at  Jenct  lioveral  libraries  lifted  ab  dopo^i- 

ti)rlr;„  of  U'.f>  "red  bjo'.:c"  clnineu  they  did  not  have  ther^. 
available  ia  n id -Jan  lary. 


R I RM I NGM AM  — 

BUOOMF  IF  I D 

DFARHORN  - 

OrARRORN  HEIGHTS 

DETROIT 

DOWNR  I V F R 

WAVNE  COUNTV 

CROSSE  F'OINTE 

1-1  VONIA 

MOUNT  CUFMFNS  - 
CLINTON  AREA 

NORTMVIl  Ur  - 

PLVMOUTM  AREA 

ROCHESTER  AREA 

ROYAL  OAK 


Iho  Lea£ni(3  of  .Vo-nen  Voti^r:-  sup;  orti;  the  concepts  of  iTprove- 
iT.nt  of  'va'er  tprillty  ar/i  re;-io’'ial  planning.  But  we  fesr 
that  the  proposf?d  plans,  while  incorporatl ng  these  concepts, 
will  result  in  na,jor  danare  to  the  land  and  unnecessary  costs 
in  dollars  and  enorg;/,  V/e  ask  t-hat  all  renedies  be  careiaily 
considerf^d  in  t/:rns  of  the  ovo-'all  ultir:.a{>e  effects  on  the 
envi  ron'".ent,  i-lnvirunaent.il  -,.i.  act  statoT.ents  should  include 
the  Inpact  on  the  land  as  well  as  th^  wat^r.  This  does  not 
seen  to  hv/^-  be*^n  a-ieniatel"  done  In  the  study  reports. 


Surely  we  voice  the  conc-^*"n  of  ev-^-ryone  when  we  ask  that  W3 
recf'ive  full  value  :'or  th-  billions  of  vdoilars  to  be  cx:'-=*nded. 


Ijoague  V/oaen  Voters  of  the 
Detroit.  Metropolitan  Area 
River  Rouge  nasin  Coranittee 

t ' 

/yy  M J- r-  - 

V.'inuie  Goeboro,  Chain-ruiii 


Cor': 

ies  to! 

:!r'. 

A.  Gere 

Gazlay 

/•Ir. 

Mark  iL-ison 

The 

Detroi t 

r'ree  Pres 

The 

De  troi  t. 

h'ews 

aOUTMFIELO  - 

LATMRUP  VILLAGE 


TROV 


WARREN 

WEST  BLOOMEICLO  - 
FARMtHCTOH  AREA 

WEST  OAKLAND  COUNTY 
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i iT*  3 • ••  i. 07*30 

7\1  1 ..tonycroft 
Jout,|-Lf lold,  Ilich. 
J'-r. . ly/a 


Colonel  liayr. 

Cornr.  of  Sn<]ineer3,  LM strict  ilnjineer 
Detroit  District,  ?.0.  box  10?7 
!)etroit,  liichif^nn 

Dear  Sir; 

Thanicyou  for  notifying  me  on  the  extension  of  tLme  t>  .-'ei.ruary  1,  197u 
for  comments  on  the  study. 

Our  main  concern  about  the  public  involvement  is  that  it  be  more  than 
a foinality.  That  it  be  realistic  and  meaningful, 

ho  mention  of  the  vast  deen  tunnel  system  incorporated  in  all  tiiree 
renresent.'.tive  nlans  v;as  made  in  the  broenure  you  sent  out  to  interested 
persons.  In  this  brof;hure  you  list  the  costs  on  an  annual  basis  vrithout 
statin-'  that  it  is  based  on  a fifty  year  tlan. 

tiost  persons  who  sa;;  the  slide  show  presentation  were  not  at  all  a'.;are 
t;iat  a deep  tunnel  system  whs  nart  of  yo'ur  plan. 

.Tny  was  tnere  no  co-ordinatiny  committee  r.eetin.y  in  wdeh  turjaels  \;ere 
discussed  in  any  detailV 

0:ily  in  the  eiyht  red  covered  boo'xs  does  one  yet  any  real  information 
and  t.’ioy  were  distributed  shortly  before  the  public  hearany  and  even  now 
are  difficult  to  obtain  as  some  of  the  libraries  have  not  processed  them  and 
tell  people  askiny  for  then  that  they  do  not  have  then. 

■■,117  weren't  less  radical  and  less  expensive  alternatives  developed  for 
comparison?  Land  treatment  is  effective  especially  for  storm  water,  why 
not  at  least  develop  plans  for  usiny  land  for  runoff  instead  of  pipiny  it 
right  into  rivers  as  is  presently  done?  It  nay  well  be  ciioaper  to  retain 
more  land  for  open  space  in  communities  and  require  each  new  develoiment 
to  manage  its  own  drainage. 

The  League  docs  not  have  a stand  on  land  treatment  but  if  its  use  helps 

preserve  natural  resources  and  keep  nutrients  and  pollutants  out  of  the  water 

ways,  we  do  have  a national  stand  or.  that.  It  has  long  been  our  concern  that 

water  qu.ality  be  improved,  we  v/ould  like  to  be  sure  that  the  final  plan  accom- 
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nlishas  that  end. 

The  Detroit  water  Board  wants  to  supnly  the  entire  area  •..'ith  their  water 
supply  extending  their  water  nains  ever  further. 

The  reginal  collection  of  wastes  from  the  entire  area,  besides  spurring 
derelopnent  i-rill  insure  discarding  the  areas  effluent  into  the  sar.e  bodies  of 
water  used  for  the  vjater  supply.  Should  failure  of  the  treatment  nlants 
occur  for  any  reason,  this  annears  to  be  a very  noor  setuo.  ..'e  had  hoped 
for  something  more  progressive. 

Does  conveying  v;astes  great  distances  make  it  more  sc'tic  and  difficult 
to  treat?  V/ould  boron.-riot  need  to  be  a limiting  factor  in  land  treatment  if 
industrial  and  residential  outlying  communities  waste  were  not  mixed  in  a 
reginal  interceotor? 

What  are  the  energy  requirements  of  building  reginal  sev;crs  and  water 
mains  as  onnosed  to  local  systems?  Some  local  plants  use  methrne  gas  from 
their  wastes  as  part  of  their  ent?rgy  source,  ’./hat  are  the  energy  require- 
ments for  transporting  the  wastes  great  distTaces--pumoing  stations, etc. 7 

It  is  my  Xinderstanding  that  the  A:ollection  system  your  plan  is  based 
upon  a ten  year  storm,  '..'hat  haonens  v.’hen  we  have  a 5^^  or  100  year  storm, 
which  are  occuring  ever  more  frequently  doe  in  oart  at  least  to  created 
conditions?  ’..ill  such  a flood  flush  out  the  viastewater  directly  into  the 
Detroit  .^ver.  Lake  Erie  or  Lake  St.  Clair? 

..'e  ap-'reciate  yo\vr  efforts  in  doing  this  study  and  recuest  that  you 
carefully  consider  our  (questions  -and  comments. 


Sincerely, 


Verona  ?.orse 


t 

'1/ 


EAST  MICHIGAN 

Environmental  Action  Council 


I-*-<GtT  tAkIrt  9J2  So.  Woodward  Avenue  • Birmingham,  Ml  4801  1 


J;iniiary  29,  197^ 


’’olonel  JcuseH  t,  llayeti 
I or,  a of  l^ineers.  District  lii^ineer 
i/»troit  Jietnct 
. iio*  1U27 

I'eiroit,  Michinun  4d211 

; t rom  the  !-!ast  Vichi^'an  Ijiviromaental  Action  Council  for 

nt  maion  in  the  jmblic  hearing  record,  December  12,  1973,  ol  the 
outheaai  ‘lichigan  naete  Water  Management  Study. 


-\et  ^ucnl"an  tliviruiuaeutal  Action  Council  opposes  any  iin}jleinencation, 
r Inn  her  c onsideration  by  the  State  of  Michigan  of  the  Southeast  Michi- 
, ji  waste  water  Managefflent  Study,  prepared  by  Detroit  District,  United 
' .i*e-<  Corpe  of  rngineers,  until  conclusive  evidence  is  included  in 

• study  to  demonstrate  tliat  completion  of  a deep  tunnel  system  through— 
•»iit  r he  ai  ea  under  study  will  not  alter  the  water  table  in  that,  or  any 

• . ent  <»rea. 
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Zi'i'ir  Colon-'-l 
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;n  behnlf  of  tho  ?.cui-''e  rzs: 


. Itior. . A coall tie 


J. 

of  citizens  cr^fi nat ions  In  the  Rouge  Rive;*  j^asln  cono_rned 
about  the  rreserveticn  and  rrotection  of  th-  Hou^t.-  hlv‘-r  end 
ito  flood  plain  areas.  The  following  cc.naents  are  in  r-esponsc 
to  -’cur  "Alternatives  for  ilanaKin,.;  Was  t'-’water  in  Southeas tc-rn 


.ichigan . 


dr‘=gory  spoke  to  the  representatives  of  our 


vnr'icus  or-'-anioations  on  i^oveuber  IP 


.■•iter  ■r..ana-'ou‘'nt  alternatives. 


A 1 1 h 0 


1 * ove'!’ he  r 


. eris  a nt 


inf  or. native , 


lv'’3  rogaraing  these  waste 
ugh  we  found  bin  to  be 
h---re  reoain  oevc-ral  points 


:'e-l 


oust  call  to  vour  attention. 


rr  o 


■are  in  nespo.nse  to  his  co"neiit3 


nose 


.rochure 


inch  for  Clean  Water." 


points  '-e 
le  in  your 


The  problen  o!'  deep  tir.nels  for  unlergrounc  retention  ini 
transport  o:  ^onbinec  s.anitary  rond  stor.n  ov.-rilov.is  1^  of  con- 
tinual concern  to  our  r.e.nber  org-ani  zatiens . ._r.  Gregory 

reluctantly  connented  on  a deep  tunnel  systen  paralleling;  th^ 
R.oug‘"  hlvr.  W'e  would  like  to  know  if  a tunnel  is  prooesc^c 
an  integral  part  of  the  Southe.as  tern  ..ichi-an  W.astewnter 
Tr'  atr.er.t  rrorosal  and,  if  so,  what  assess-r.ents  have  teen  uace 
of  the  adverse  i.t]pacts  cn  the  flood  plain  areas.  For  exanple, 
wha.t  types  of  activity  v/ould  the  river  area  be  expected  to 
'.vl'.rate  curing  pr'cli.vinary  core  sanpling  operations,  access 
tin.nei  • onstruction,  and  the  building,  o:  aaintenar.ee  routes. 


la  it  possible  within  the  context  of  your  report  to  reco.s.uend 
t’'it  .ail  w de ve locrsents  within  the  study  area  be  reeulred  to 
cor.tal.a  n.'par.cte  storn  and  sanitary  collection  systems.  Cuch 
-a  cpoposal  would  reduce  the  volume  of  coxblntsa  run-off  reaching 
a treat  :.ent  facility  thereby  reducing  proble.us  associated  with 
dilution  and  water  flux  changes  associated  with  stores.  This 
r.jco ‘.xendat. icn  would  be  directed  to  local  bodies  of  governaent 
v.’hu  v;ould  r'^spond  wltn  appropriate  zoning  changes. 

V/hat  do  yru  anticipate  -is  the  tlxe  schedule  for  nr.y  or  all  cf 
your  proposals. 


C Incerely , 

Roger  balllant 
hougt  basin  Coalition 
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Statement  made  at  the  Public  Hearing  held  in  Port  Huron,  Ml  on  12  December 

1973  by: 

Honorable  Alvin  DeGrow 

Michigan  State  Senate' 

28th  District 

In  December  1972,  just  one  vear  ago,  I learned  that  a Public 
Meeting  was  scheduled  to  he  held  in  Bad  Axe  hv  the  Detroit  Office  of  the 
U.  S.  Armv  t’orps  of  Fngineers  to  discuss  the  Proposal  that  would  put 
treated  wastewater  on  farmland  in  the  Thumb  Area. 

I learned  about  the  meeting  bv  chance  from  an  article  printed 
in  the  Detroit  Free  Press. 

Although  T reside  in  that  area  which  is  narl  of  the  seventv 
per  cent  of  Huron  founlv  that  the  Fngineers  designated  for  their  project, 

I was  not  notified  of  the  meeting.  This  is  understandable  because  1 am 
sure  the  Corps  of  Fngineers  had  never  heard  of  the  State  Senator  from  the 
28th  District.  However,  in  the  months  that  followed,  we  have  become 
better  acquainted. 

On  February  9,  1973,  I arranged  for  a meeting  of  Interested 
citizens  and  the  news  media  with  Colonel  Snoke  and  four  members  of  his 
staff  In  the  Detroit  Office  of  the  Corps.  Months  passed  and  there  was 
minimal  contact  after  the  meeting. 

On  October  10,  I Invited  Colonel  Havs  and  his  staff  to  lunch 
with  me  in  Detroit  to  discuss  the  project.  For  various  reasons.  Major 
Cabrlnha  was  the  onlv  member  of  the  Corps  who  could  attend. 
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During  a two  hour  luncheon  meeting  we  discussed  what  had 
happened  to  the  Plan  and  what  future  projections  might  develop.  At 
everv  point  I was  assured  that  1 would  be  informed  of  any  further  develop- 
ments, and  vet  I learned  of  tonight's  meeting,  not  from  the  Corps,  but 
from  the  State  Chamber  of  Commerce  who  knows  of  mv  vital  interest  in  the 
Wastewater  Treatment  Plans. 

After  the  initial  notice  was  received  from  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  mv  Assistant  called  Colonel  Hays  on  November  28,  for  more  infor- 
mation in  regard  to  the  scheduled  hearings.  Colonel  Havs  expressed 
surprise  that  I had  not  been  notified  as  brochures  and  meeting  schedules 
were  being  mailed  to  all  Legislators  representing  areas  Involved  in  the 
new  Plan. 

Yesterday  afternoon,  December  11,  1 contacted  every  Senator  and 
Representative  in  the  Monroe-Lenawee  County  area,  as  well  as  those  from 
tie  :humb  Area. 

Nirr  DNF  HAD  RKCKlVF.D  ANY  INFORMATION  ABOUT  THE  NEW  PLAN,  OR  THE 
Mi  .;iv;e  SCHEDULED  FOR  THEIR  DISTRICTS. 

Because  of  my  personal  experience  in  dealing  with  the  Corps,  and 
the  experiences  of  other  States  with  the  same  tyne  of  projects,  I charge 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  with  categorically,  and  deliberately,  lying  to  the 
People  of  Michigan  regarding  their  intentions  in  the  development  of  Plans 
for  Wastewater  Treatment. 

Everything  that  I have  been  able  to  learn  about  the  Corps  and 
its  Plans  leads  me  to  conclude  that  they  Intend  to  proceed  with  no  regard 
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for  puhlio  opinion,  .inii  that  t ho  I.onaw.'o  in.l  St.  Clair  portions  of  tho 
proposed  project  are  onlv  a foot  in  the  door. 

Once  these  .ire  established  thev  will  be  expanded  to  the  original 
goal.  .\fter  t iie  Detr'it  area  is  resolved  the  “"orps  will  then  turn  its 
attention  to  the  R.av  Ci  t v-Sagin.aw-VHnt  .irei,  .md  then  the  Grand  R.ipids 
area  and  others. 

V-Oi.it  about  the  three  Plans  th.il  iii'  heitig  presented  tonight? 

Let's  tak(>  them  in  inverse  order: 

ri,*N  111  - Ihe  map  provided  in  the  brochure  was  deliheratelv 
dr.awn  to  sm.all  scale  to  give  a minimum  .imount  of  information.  C.ood , solid 
arguments  c i:im)t  be  developed.  Wliat  c.an  vou  leirn  from  a one-quarter  inch 
square  on  .i  three  inch  m.ap  that  covers  an  area  two  hundred  miles  long? 

This  Plan  would  utilize  t’e  "emphasize  Crops"  concept.  The 
proposal  would: 

"Maintain  private  control  of  land; 

Possibly  retain  residences; 

Allow  for  retention  of  agricultural  patterns; 

■tnd  flexibility  of  the  irrig.it  ion  schedule 
and  determining  of  land  for  treatment." 

Plan  T1  - The  "F.mphasize  Application"  concept.  There  will  be 
total  control  of  the  land.  All  residences  will  he  removed  from  designated 
land  areas.  "Total  acquisition  costs  Include  current  market  value  for 
property,  including  homesteads  and  buildings,  f.amilv  relocation  allowances, 
and  administrative,  legal  and  contingency  costs." 

Let  me  quote  a few  items  from  the  December,  I'*?.!,  issue  of  the 
Michigan  F.irmer.  An  article  by  Richard  I.ehnert  , entitled  "Back  to  the  Land 
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With  Urban  Wastes,  The  Muskegon  Project,"  states  the  following: 

"Someday,  every  farm  in  the  nation  mav  have  a sewer 
line  running  past  it.  Instead  of  putting  wastes  in, 
however,  farmers  will  take  them  out  and  spread  or 
spray  them  on  their  land." 

The  first  part  of  the  article  goes  on  to  deocribe  sometliing  of 
the  project  and  people  interested  in  its  development,  the  first  part 
cone ludes : 


"The  farmers  are  looking.  Any  farmer  wfio  lives  near  — or 
even  fairly  far  from  — a Metropolitan  area  may  be  involved 
with  urban  wastes  in  the  future.  How  will  he  be  involved? 
Will  he  be  a subscriber  who  buys  sewage?  Will  he  get  it 
free?  Or  will  he  be  moved  off  the  land.'  Is  this  some  new 
kind  of  urban  sprawl,  in  which  the  people  stay  in  the  Citv 
and  only  their  wastes  are  sent  to  the  suburbs?" 

The  People  in  this  area  are  asking,  "Why  take  thousands  of  acres 
of  good  land  for  this  project?" 


The  article  about  the  Muskegon  Project  states: 

"The  area  chosen  for  the  Muskegon  Project  site  is  no 
agricultural  wonder.  It's  very  sandy,  with  a clay  bottoi:. 
at  variable  depths  to  sixty  feet  — a natural  water  barrier 
that's  too  deep  to  help  crop  production." 


Much  of  the  land  was  cleared  for  the  Project.  In  some 
places,  big  circles  were  cut  for  the  irrigation  systems, 
with  fringes  left  in  scrub  oak.  The  area  was  cut  over  in 
the  1870's  — with  timber  moving  to  Chicago  to  rebuild  that 
City  after  the  Chicago  Fire.  Some  land  was  later  used  for 
agriculture,  but  most  gradually  went  back  to  trees.  More 
tfian  four  tliousand  five  hundred  acres  were  cleared  for  the 
Proj ect . " 

A year  ago  I asked  some  questions  at  the  meeting  in  Bad  Axe.  At 
subsequent  meetings  I have  asked  more  questions.  I liave  yet  to  receive  any 
answers . 
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I;  I'l.in  II  is  imp Icmentfd  i'rupl.-  will  be  compensated  for  their 
land  and  their  homes. 

But  what  about  the  businessman  who  loses  all  of  his  customers? 

U'h.it  it  he  is  on  the  edRe  of  the  I’riijeit  and  loses  half  of  his 
customers?  Who  will  compensate  him?  Wliat  ii  he  loses  fifteen  Pli  rent 
of  his  customers?  Mow  will  this  be  resi  lved'!’ 

What  lOoiit  the  schools  that  have  pa  ..ed  bond  issues? 

It  the  fiovernment  takes  over  tin'  < ‘ thousands  of  acres,  who  will 
pay  off  these  bonds? 

And  the  people  who  remain:  Who  will  |tay  the  taxes  to  operate 

Township  r.overnmenfs  if  you  take  the  bettor  part  of  four  or  five  Townships? 

These  questions  have  always  been  evaded.  We  want  the  answers  now. 

Fin.illy,  I’lan  I - By  its  own  admission,  the  Corps  states  that 
conventional  sewaRe  plants  with  primary,  si'condarv  and  tertiary  treatment 
will  do  just  as  pood  a job  as  the  band  Treatmi’nt  Method.  Neitlier  will 
purify  water  one  hundred  per  cent. 

Additionally,  it  is  admitted  that  conventional  plants  can  be  built 
and  operated  for  less  money  than  the  band  Treatment  Method.  It  Is  also 
stated  that  the  cost  difference  is  minimal,  but  here  again,  I doubt  the 
accuracy  of  this  appraisal. 

Continuing  from  the  article  previously  quoted, 

"Costs  become  a problem.  Few  cries  of  protest  were  heard 
from  the  one  hundred  and  ninety-six  families  moved  off 
the  site  — mainly  because  of  the  price  paid.  Those  ten 
thousand  six  hundred  acres  of  sand  and  scrub  cost  the 
County  five  million  dollars,  almost  five  hundred  dollars 
an  acre.  This  was  twice  the  initial  estimate." 


"The  collection  and  transport  network  comprises  about  a 
third  of  the  systems  cost." 

This  means  that  land  accounts  for  about  one  half  the  cost  of 
the  Project. 

If  the  estimates  are  low,  (and  I don't  doubt  that  they  are,) 
then  the  economic  and  social  disruption  costs  of  Plan  II  and  III  far  exceeu 
Plan  I. 

Taking  all  of  these  things  into  consideration,  I simply  cannot 
understand  the  audacity  of  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  stand 
before  a group  of  taxpaying  citizens  and  present  Plan  II  and  III  for  Waste- 


water Management. 


Statement  made  at  the  Public  Hearing  held  in  Ann  Arbor,  MI  on  11  December 
1973  by: 

Mr.  Joseph  Price 

Director  of  Public  Works 

Washtenaw  County 

I have  a short  letter  I will  read  into  the  record,  but  in  the 
meantime,  listening  to  your  discussions  here  tonight  several  questions 
were  brought  out  to  my  mind  that  I think  should  be  answered  in  addition  to 
what  I had  written  previously. 

I noted  that  a great  deal  of  emphasis  was  placed  on  Public  Law 
92-500  as  a base  for  a number  of  your  deliberations  and  this  seems  to  me 
to  be  a rather  shaky  kind  of  a basis  to  do  planning.  I say  this  because 
at  the  present  time  the  so-called  goal  of  what  is  the  best  available  tech- 
nology has  yet  to  be  designed  and  it  would  seem  to  me  that  until  some  of 
these  definitions  come  out  that  you  and  the  rest  of  us  have  been  waiting  on 
lo  these  many  months,  we  are  in  kind  of  tough  shape  to  make  the  sort  of 
economic  comparisons  that  really  ought  to  be  made  in  a total  wastewater  manage- 
ment study. 

The  second  question  that  I find  myself  faced  with  and  after  listen- 
ing to  you  is  that  you  make  reference  in  many  instances  to  a regional  facility 
and  then  separate  facilities  and  nowhere  have  I been  able  to  find  out  where 
you  draw  the  line  as  to  what  areas  should  be  included  within  the  regional 
facility  vis-a-vis  a separate  facility.  This,  1 think,  is  kind  of  the  guts  of 
the  issue  that  Washtenaw  County  and  particularly  the  Ann  Arbor  metropolitan 
area  has  been  facing  for  some  time. 

The  third  question  that  continues  to  plague  me  is  the  relationship 
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of  the  so-called  three  Representatives  Plans  to  the  so-called  Interim  Plan, 
and  this,  1 think,  some  allusions  were  made  by  previous  speakers  to  this 
question  of  really  where  does  "Super  Sewer"  as  a number  of  people  have  coined 
this  term,  to  mean  this  large  Huron  River  interceptor  and  treatment  systeu, 
where  does  this  fit  with  respect  to  these  three  regional  or  these  three  Repie- 
sentatlve  Plans  and  I would  like  to  pursue  that  issue  a little  further  in 
this  letter. 

This  is  addressed  and  I will  leave  a copy  with  vour  stenographei , 
Corps  of  Engineers,  regarding  the  alternatives  for  managing  wastewater  in 
Southeastern  Michigan. 

We  note  in  your  announcement  Notice  for  these  Public  Meetings  a 
statement  that  the  proposed  alternatives,  "will  be  used  by  the  State  for 
selecting  it's  plan  for  managing  wastewater  in  Southeastern  Michigan".  Such 
.1  comment  leaves  the  distinct  public  impression  that  the  Corps  was  commissioinu 
by  the  State  of  Michigan  to  do  this  study,  which  1 believe  is  not  the  cast  , .Jiid 
the  appearance  of  this  Summary  Report  at  this  time  only  further  confuses  the 
w.istewater  issue  for  Washtenaw  County. 

In  the  first  Instance,  you  are  assuming  the  existence  of  a new  Huron 
River  Regional  System  (Plan  II,  "Super  Sewer")  by  1983  calling  it  an  "interim 
Plan".  I would  ask,  "Interim  to  what?"  If,  in  fact,  higher  levels  of  treat- 
ment for  future  regional  systems  discharging  directly  into  the  Great  Lakes 
becomes  necessary  to  satisfy  the  1983  "best  practicable  technology"  require- 
ments under  P.L.  92-500,  then  the  entire  question  of  building  an  optimum 
arrangement  of  transportation  and  treatment  systems  has  been  neglected  again. 
The  only  future  action  feasible  will  be  expensive  AWT  "add-ons"  at  a future 
date.  What  is  still  needed  is  a new  look  which  assumes  a uniform  "best  prat— 
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tlcable  treaLment  Li'chnology  requirement"  regardless  of  new  plant  location 
and  then  optimizes  the  systems  of  transport  and  treatment  to  produce  the 
most  cost-effective  arrangement  of  systems  to  serve  the  regional  area. 

Tile  creation  of  a new  Huron  River  Regional  Plant  and  a massive, 
connecting  system  of  interceptors  appears  both  institutionally  and  economically 
unfeasible.  The  Water  Resources  Commission  of  the  State  of  Michigan  recently 
held  a Public  Hearing  to  consider  Interim  Alternative  Plans  to  fill  this  gap. 
Your  use  of  the  term  "Interim  Plan"  to  describe  a possible  future  system  for 
which  the  State  is  now  seeking  an  "Interim  Plan"  certainly  compounds  the 
confusion. 

Washtenaw  County,  responding  to  an  invitation  from  the  State  to 
propose  an  Interim  Alternative  Plan  to  that  of  Plan  II,  "Super  Sewer",  vour 
"interim  Plan",  had  a study  prepared  this  past  summer.  From  this  report  the 
communities  of  Washtenaw  County  have  agreed  upon  an  Interim  Wastewater  Man- 
agement Plan,  so-called  83-D,  for  Washtenaw  Ccanty.  This  Plan  was  the  subject 
of  the  State  Water  Resources  Commission  Hearing  previously  mentioned. 

A copy  of  this  study  made  for  the  County  and  our  Plan  are  provided 
herewith  and,  we  believe,  tliese  should  also  be  given  consideration  as  a viable 


alternat ive . 


Statement  made  at  the  Public  Hearing  held  in  Ann  Arbor,  MI  on  11  December 
1973  by: 


Mr.  Thomas  E.  Bletcher 
Deputy  Drain  Commissioner 
Washtenaw  County 

During  the  time  that  I have  been  in  the  Washtenaw  County  Drain 
office  I have  had  the  opportunity  to  review  a great  deal  of  the  early  sur- 
vey data  in  Washtenaw  County  and  I know  that  the  most  impressive  thing  that 
stands  out  in  that  data  is  that  when  early  surveyors  came  through  here  sur- 
veying the  Northwest  Territory,  Washtenaw  County  was  largely  a swamp  inter- 
spersed with  some  high  oak  ground,  the  oak  openings  that  many  of  us  have  heard 
about  of  rare  beauty  and  of  great  attractiveness  for  human  settlements,  and 
that  the  remainder  of  the  county  that  at  that  time  they  found  extremely 
swampy  and  in  the  intervening  years  the  drain  commissioner  of  Washtenaw 
County  has  succeeded  in  drying  out  considerably  to  the  point  where  it  would 
appear  from  some  of  the  early  data  we  have  in  our  office  that  the  water  table 
in  Washtenaw  County  by  process  of  nature  and  public  works  has  been  lowered  by 
some  five  to  six  feet. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  now  arrives  in  Ann  Arbor  to  undo  a hundred 
years  of  good  work  by  land  irrigation  and  returning  the  water  from  Wayne 
County  and  downstream  to  Washtenaw  County.  There  are  two  concepts  of  deal- 
ing with  the  environment.  The  first  says  that  — and  I believe  the  more  pre- 
ferable of  the  two  — says  that  the  land  was  here  before  we  were  and  probably 
will  be  after  we  are  gone  and  that  we  should  attempt  to  deal  with  it  as  it 
lies.  The  other  concept  endorsed,  I believe,  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  is 
that  the  land  is  that  the  land  is  there  for  us  to  manipulate  as  we  might  choose 
and  to  structure  our  public  works  and  civil  engineering  structures  and  so  forth 
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in  such  a way  as  to  make  even  areas  wliich  are  extremely  undesirable  for  what- 
ever purposes  man  may  desire  to  put  them  to  and  often  because  of  our  limited 
understanding  of  the  effect  of  this  kind  of  a program,  we  Involve  ourselves 
in  ecological  disasters.  Well  intended  efforts  end  us  up  in  difficulties 
we  may  have  much  preferred  to  avoid. 

I think  the  entire  Corps  of  Engineers  study  here  has  Ignored  the 
concept  of  treating  wastes,  whether  they  be  municipal  or  Industrial  or  storm- 
water as  close  to  the  source  as  they  possibly  can.  Instead  of  transporting 
them  at  enormous  costs,  concentrating  them  in  areas  where  it  requires  very 
high  technology  to  treat  and  dispose  of  these  wastes.  I believe  that  their 
analysis  of  land  treatment  takes  on  the  aspect  particularly  when  you  begin 
to  talk  about  the  land  uses  involved  extreme  flights  of  fantasy.  I do  not 
believe  — I believe  this  to  be  a strawman  setup  to  make  the  physical  and 
biological  treatment  alternatives  look  much  better.  There  are  alternative 
concepts  for  treatment  and  one  that  has  been  developed  within  our  office  of 
individual  home  wastewater  treatment  systems  and  that  is  a Miter  Corporation 
term  for  septic  tanks  under  public  ownership  which  would  be  constructed  and 
maintained  and  services  by  a municipal  authority  of  some  sort.  Now,  that  has 
come  to  be  known  both  within  our  office  and  within  some  of  the  other  offices 
in  the  area  as  the  Municipal  Money  Dipper  Program. 

We  find  the  stormwater  treatment  plants  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  be  grossly  Inadequate  primarily  on  this  basis,  that  there  is  not  local 
treatment  of  stormwater,  rather  than  retaining  stormwater  at  the  point  or 
very  close  to  the  point  at  whlcii  It  falls  and  recharging  the  ground  water 
system.  We  find  it  being  transported  vast  distances  as  with  the  sanitary 
sewage  and  industrial  waste  and  treated  in  large  regional  plants  and  discharged 
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to  rather  sensitive  water  resource  areas. 


Two  items,  and  this  comes  primarily  from  my  own  professional 
interest  as  an  economist  more  than  my  job  interest  as  Deputy  Drain  Com- 
missioner or  my  ecological  and  environmental  interest  as  a citizen,  and 
that  is  that  noT--  of  these  studies  and  this  one  in  particular,  the  Michigan 
Water  Resources  Study,  the  EPA  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  that  study, 
has  anybody  really  gotten  down  to  the  basic  issue  of  dealing  with  the 
economics  of  rate  structures  and  how  this  is  going  to  be  paid  and  who  is 
going  to  pay  for  it  and  what  impacts  are  going  to  be  on  people. 

The  other  aspect  of  it  which  is  equally  important  and  has  also 
not  been  addressed  adequately  to  my  knowledge  is  the  issue  of  political  and 
administrative  control  systems  of  this  sort.  Now,  [ know  from  my  oriet 
experience  in  the  Drain  Office  the  difficulty  that  we  have  in  dealing  with 
drainage  districts  which  involve  two  townships,  in  drains  which  involve  two 
counties  and  in  study  areas  which  involve  any  more  than  a tew  or  very  few 
municipal  authorities,  and  I think  that  perhaps  more  than  a civil  engineering 
aspect  of  this  and  public  works  nature  of  this  and  perhaps  even  the  economics 
of  rate  structures  and  the  social  costs  and  the  welfare  economics  of  this 
whole  system  that  perhaps  we  have  a very  serious  software  problem  we  have  not 
addressed  and  that  may  the  best  laid  plans,  whether  they  be  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  the  Water  Resources  Commission,  or  even  of  local  government. 

This  is  the  issue  of  who  is  to  control  these  and  what  are  the  politics  of  this 
control  In  terms  of  representation,  in  terms  of  public  accountability,  and  in 
terms  of  good  environmental  control. 

I think  we  must  urge  upon  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  upon  the  Water 
Resources  Commission  and  upon  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Michigan  to  take 
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a much  more  local  oriented  look  at  the  alternatives  for  wastewater  management 
that  thl«  would  have  to  do  with  small  area  plants  with  the  use  of  the  home 
wastewater  treatment,  individual  home  wastewater  treatment  systems,  and  this 
would  have  to  do  with  constructing  and  requiring  runoff  retention  facilities 
on  urban  stormwater  drains  and  storm  sewers,  that  it  would  have  to  do  with 
the  recycling  of  industrial  waste  within  industrial  facilities  and  many  other 
things  designed  not  only  to  protect  the  environment,  but  in  the  long  run  I 
believe  can  be  demonstrated  to  reduce  the  over-all  cost  in  terms  of  both 
social  costs  and  actual  accounting  costs  of  treating  wastewater.  Thank  you. 


Resolution  by  Monroe  County  Hoard  of  Conmlssloners  entered  into  tlie 
record  at  the  Public  Hearing  held  in  Monroe,  Micliig.an  on  Id  lA:ctnber 
ly73.  The  resolution  was  signed  by: 

Rr.  Sliclby  lirooks.  Vice  Chairman,  Mr.  Donald  U,  Doty, 

Mr.  (kiorge  Climan,  Mr.  Fr;mk  A.  DeSloover,  Mr.  Fred  L.  Heath,  Mr. 
IXjlinont  L.  Chapman,  Mr.  Hm/ard  C.  Peterson,  Mr.  lidrold  A.  Dtotz, 
'ir.  Horman  D.  Shinl.le,  and  Attested  to  by  '..'arren  J.  haueau,  i.:ierL 

WI I K PJ h\F) , tron  tine  to  time  various  proposals  have  been 
put  forward  advocaciin’,  various  sewage  farm  schemes,  and 

kTlEREAi;,  several  agencies  have  looked  to  Monroe  Councv 
to  solve  their  problems  of  m;uiaging  v/astewater  In  Soutiieastern 
Miclii';an,  and 

'I'JHEPvEAS , the  County  of  Monroe  has  previously  indicated 
Its  opposition  to  the  importation  of  solid  v;astes  into  the  County, 
hO\J,  THEREFORE,  the  Board  of  Commissioners  liereby  goes 
on  record  objectiiii;  to  the  development  of  any  plan  for  Monroe 
Coiinty  v;hereby  so-called  5e\;age  farms  for  the  disposal  of  waste 
\;atcr  are  devised  or  contenpleated.  It  is  directed  chat  a copy 
of  this  resolution  be  sent  to  the  United  States  Cordis  of 
i.ng.lneers  District  Office  in  Detroit,  Departracnit  of  R’atural 
Resources,  l/ater  Resources  Commission  and  to  the  appropriate 
State  Environmental  Agency." 
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Scat«aBiit  enteivd  Into  th«  record  of  the  Pub:..ic  Hearing  held  In  Monro^' 
MI  on  13  ;)ece-l)er  IV*'  by: 

Mr.  Charles  r.lesTlnR 
Dlractor  - Secretary 
City  of  Detroit 


"Our  cffic."'  has  recently  revir.-cd  "A . '■'’matlves  for 
Manaf.lng  .'.istowat  r 1,  Southeastern  .'Uchlrn.."  dated  Novenfccr, 
1973.  In  rcvlew^ny  the  report,  our  naior  concern  Is  with  the 
handling  cf  stomwater  runoff.  The  renort  'tates  that  storm- 
water runoff  requires  storage  prior  to  treatnicnt.  The  report 
further  shcr's  that  each  of  the  alternative  plans  provides  for 
51  reservoirs  of  various  sizes  located  tlirouqhout  the  region. 

In  recent  weeks  our  office  has  reviewed,  as  a part  (jf 
the  Federal  A-95  Review  process,  two  applications  by  the  Detroit 
tietropolltan  Water  Department  for  federal  funds  to  construct 
storewater  overflow  control  facilities.  An  can  be  seen  from 
our  attached  responses,  our  major  concerns  are:  1)  the  adveme 

environmental  and  aesthetic  effects  of  retention  basins,  and 
2)  the  possible  destruction  or  preemption  of  large  tracts  of 
land  that  ndgbt  othen^lse  be  used  for  recreational  purposes. 

Although  It  appears  from  your  report  that  the  proposed 
'reservoirs'  may  be  somewhat  different  from  the  DWTO  stornwater 
overflow  control  facilities.  It  la  our  belief  that  the  above 
stated  concerns  still  apply.  It  Is  our  hope  that  In  further 
delineating  a stomwater  storage  system,  careful  consideration 
be  given  to  envlronnental  and  land  asc  prcblems  and  that  alters 
natlw  nethoda  of  handling  storrwater  runoff  be  given  serious 
consideration  and  evaluation." 
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A letter  from  the  llonroe  City  Planning  Connisslon  entered  into  the 
record  at  the  Public  ilcarinp,  held  in  Monroe,  MI  on  11  becenber  1973. 

Gentlemen : 

As  a community  Planning  Conmission,  we  reco);nize  tlie 
immediate  need  for  h’as tes’/ater  Management  in  Soutlieastent  lUciiigan 
and  tjubsequently  concur  wi  tli  those  me  tliodol  ig.ie.s  piliJisfud  in  tlie 
summary  report. 

Because  this  Planning  Cornnisslon  \;orks  directly  \.'ith 
the  Citizens  of  Monroe,  we  also  realize  their  desires  .md  needs 
in  relation  to  long-range  resource  development.  B«.c, iu.se  of 
Liiese  constraints,  we  would  like  to  state  our  disapproval  of 
liep resentatlve  Plans  2 ;uui  3 as  published  in  ^imv  Corps  ot  Lng,inoers 
'.histewater  Management  Bulletin  No,  2. 

Tlie  main  premise  for  disapproving  of  tliose  plans  stems 
from  tile  idea  of  land  irrigation  with  municipal  sewage.  U'e 
believe  that  this  metiioi!  of  disposal  on  sudi  a larg.e  sc;ile  .is 
proposed  could  be  detrimental  to  Monroe  County  as  i;ell  as  otlier 
are.'is  in  Southeastern  .’iicliigan. 

U'e  would  lilie  to  state  eur  a[)'proval  of  Uepresentative 
Plan  iio.  1.,  wl  til  the  exception  of  a regional  C'as  tcn.viter  Treat- 
runt  Plant  at  the  iriouth  of  tlie  Huron  River.  To  safeguard  the 
ecological  values  sust.ained  in  this  area,  we  support  the  plan 
for  wastewater  decentralization  for  the  Huron  River  Basin. 

Ue  hope  that  you  will  accept  our  re comeiidat ions  in 
regard  to  this. 
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Statement  made  at  the  iublic  Hearing  heK;  ...  Port  Huron  on  12  De  :eir.oc  r i073 
by: 

Mr.  Gerald  Hummel 

City  Engineer 

City  of  Port  Huron 

(\ilonel,  h.idies  and  Gentlement,  in  l')70.  wlion  the  Congre=;f 
directed  the  Serretarv  of  the  Army  to  undertake  wa.stewater  m.inagement 
programs  in  five  major  urban  .areas  in  the  United  States,  I am  sur^'  that 
neither  Congress,  nor  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  realized  the  complexity  or 
the  impact  such  a study  in  itself  would  iiave  on  tiie  various  areas  under 
consideration.  This  directive  h.as  readied  to  .ill  levels  of  government  , 
federal,  state  and  local,  .and  is  now  being  presented  to  the  general  public 
in  the  form  of  a brochure  outlining  the  alternatives  and  in  the  form  of 
these  public  hearings. 

The  reports  and  studies  being  prepared  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
must  be  considered  in  the  proper  context  of  wastewater  management  in  the 
Southeastern  Michigan  area.  As  many  of  vou  know,  the  normal  sequence  of 
wastewater  control  is  through  the  Federal  Agency  known  EPA , the  State  Agency 
known  as  Michigan  Water  Resources  Commission,  and  T.ocal  operating  .agencies, 
which  are  cities,  villages,  authorities,  et  cetera.  The  study  was  .assigned 
to  the  Corps  directly  by  Congress  outside  this  normal  control  chain,  and, 
thus,  the  Corps  in  preparing  the  study,  was  not  subjected  to  all  of  the 
concerns  of  an  agency  which  is  responsible  not  only  for  programming  and 
planning,  but  also  for  construction,  implementation,  operation  and  enforce- 
ment, Therefore,  It  sould  be  realized  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  study 
is  of  the  academic  type,  and  they  were  not  limited  by  the  constraints  of 

these  other  very  real  factors  In  .an  operating  w.astew.ater  management  svstom. 
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The  brochure,  dated  November,  1973,  is  an  extremely  brief  out- 
line which  presents  the  results  of  many  in  depth  studies.  The  broctiure 
only  scratches  the  surface.  Tlie  background  material  and  tei  Imical  data  is 
contained  In  approximately  twelve  detailed  technical  r. ports.  A thoroUf^h 
examination  of  these  technical  reports  Is  necessary  for  persons  in  the 
development  of  this  wastewater  management  system.  Ttiev  have  just  becouie 
available  last  week  and  represent  a foot  high  stack  ot  technical  data. 

Neitiier  I,  or  my  staff,  have  had  the  opportunity  to  completely  review  all 
the  information.  Several  of  the  technical  reports  themselves  take  opposing 

viewpoints,  and  the  recommended  representative  plans  are  a result  of  the 
balancing  of  these  pro  and  con  viewpoints  from  the  bvgienists,  the  e^oncii..  i.  , 

ttie  engineers,  the  environmentalists,  and  the  administrators.  Ihe  Coi  ps 

was  in  the  very  difficult  position  of  having  to  mediati  between  tlicsi' 

various  positions  and  viewpoints  and  come  up  with  a p. esentable  result. 

flic  facts  and  data  which  have  been  collected  are  extremely  interesting  and 

should  be  very  valuable  for  us  in  the  future  when  the  real  choices  and  real 

■it  i s ions  must  be  made  at  the  State  and  EPA  levels. 

Another  major  factor  in  the  study  as  carried  out  by  the  Corps 
was  that  their  assignment  by  Congress  was  predicated  upon  the  goals  estab- 
lished by  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Act,  otherwise  known  as  Public  haw 
92-500.  The  law  calls  for  the  "elimination  of  the  discharge  of  pollutants 
to  our  waterways  by  1985".  Elimination,  of  course,  means  zero;  it  means 
no  discharge.  However,  it  should  be  also  understood  that  this  is  a goal 
of  the  law,  and  a goal  Is  something  you  strive  to  achieve.  In  striving 
tor  this  goal,  we  must  use  the  best  technology  available,  the  best  practical 
methods  available,  and  the  maximum  financial  resources  that  are  available 
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for  the  purpose. 

Definitions  are  very  important.  Depending  upon  the  Interpretation 
of  Public  Law  92-500,  the  no  discharge  goal  could  apply  to  "crltiial"  pr'l- 
lutants  only;  that  is,  there  shall  be  no  discharge  of  "critical"  pollutants. 
Un  the  other  hand,  an  interpretation  could  also  be  made  that  the  no  discharge 
goal  relates  to  no  discharge  of  "critical  levels"  of  pollutants.  The  dis- 
tinction between  these  interpretations  is  extremely  important  because  we 
are  talking  about  the  difference,  for  example,  between  ninety-seven  per 
cent  removal  and  one  hundred  per  cent  removal.  The  costs  to  remove  that 
final  three  per  cent  of  pollutant  can  equal  the  costs  to  build  and  operate 
the  facility  to  remove  the  first  ninety-seven  per  cent.  So  while  we  are 
taking  out  the  final  one  per  cent,  two  per  cent  and  three  per  cent  of  pol- 
lutants, we  could  expend  public  funds,  operating  dollars,  equal  to  the  ori- 
ginal investment  in  various  plants  and  treatment  facilities.  In  terms  of 
beneficial  effect  on  the  environment,  the  cost  effectiveness  could  be  very 
poor . 

As  related  specifically  to  the  Port  Huron  area,  as  many  here 
know,  the  City  of  Port  Huron  is  presently  engaged  in  expansion  of  its 
primary  treatment  plant  to  a secondary  treatment  plant,  using  the  activated 
sludge  process,  which  will  achieve  ninety-five  per  cent  - ninety-seven  per 
cent  removal  of  pollutants.  In  addition,  we  will  be  removing  eighty  per 
cent  of  phosphates  as  required  by  the  federal  law.  This  pLint  will  meet 
the  current  requirements  of  the  federal  government  for  wastewater  treatment 
and  will  be  operational  in  ten  months.  The  capital  cost  of  this  plant  is 
some  eighteen  point  four  million  dollars,  eleven  million  dollars  of  federal 
money  through  EPA,  five  million  dollars  of  State  of  Michigan  money  through 


W.iter  Resources  Commission,  and  two  million  dollars  of  local  funds  thrc..,ii 
the  City  of  Port  Huron  and  Fort  Gratiot  Township. 

During  1969  and  1970,  when  the  decision  was  made  to  design 
proceed  with  the  secondary  plant,  we  did  not  argue  witn  the  wisdom  ot, 
nor  the  need  for,  secondary  treatment  as  a minimum  required  by  the  preseiu 
law.  We  recognized  that  the  significant  improvement  in  the  degree  oi  cteai- 
meni  from  the  forty-five  per  cent  levels  of  primary  treatment  to  the  niiu-Ly- 
five  per  cent  levels  of  secondary  treatment  was  a wise  move  in  protecting 
the  water  resources  of  the  area.  However,  in  reviewi.ig,  the  Corps  ot  hn.'i:,  . 
report  and,  in  fact,  the  review  of  the  technicai  reports  that  we  have  bee., 
abie  to  make  to  date,  I have  not  found  sufficient  evidence  to  demonsc  r at  , 
in  terms  of  hard  fact,  the  need  for  tertiary  treatment  at  the  Port  Huron 
plant . 

It  seems  that  tertiary  treatment,  in  one  form  or  another,  is 
assumed  to  be  required  simply  upon  the  basis  of  the  letter  of  Public 
92-500.  Such  an  interpretation  may  result  in  significant  amounts  ot  addi- 
tional federal,  state  and  local  money  being  spent  without  signiiicaiu  en- 
vironmental effect  or  enhancement  of  the  water  quality.  The  additional 
ten  million  doliars  which  would  be  required,  even  at  today's  costs,  to  aJ  . 
tertiary  treatment  at  Port  Huron  might  better  be  spent  in  other  areas. 

It  is  recognized  in  one  of  the  Corps'  technical  reports  that  even 
if  the  entire  plan  proposed  by  the  Corps  was  put  into  effect  and  implemented 
it  may  still  not  have  significant  effect  upon  the  condition  of  Lake  hric  il 
other  sources  outside  Southeastern  Michigan  continue  to  contribute  to  the 
problem  unabated.  I think  it  is  necessary  for  the  State  of  Michigan  and 
EPA,  in  reviewing  the  report  of  the  Corps,  to  be  extremely  careful  in  ev.^lu- 
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atlng  the  evidence  and  the  probable  det^rce  of  beneficial  effect  which  inip,ht 
be  derived  from  a tertiary  treatment  system  in  the  Port  Huron  area. 

In  the  brochure  of  November,  1973,  the  three  representative  plans 
all  show  the  City  of  Port  Huron  as  the  regional  IPCT  plant.  At  the  outset, 

I would  like  to  sav  that  If  It  is  proven  necessary  for  the  Port  Huron  pl.ant 
to  go  to  a third  stage,  or  tertiary  treatment,  that  our  present  process 
would  most  logically  be  expanded  to  an  advanced  wastewater  treatment  type, 
or  an  AWT  plant,  as  previously  presented  in  the  informational  brochure  which 
was  Issued  In  1972.  The  addition  of  a tertiary  stage  onto  the  secondary 
plant  which  will  be  operating  this  coming  September,  would  be  a logical 
sequence  of  development  for  the  plant.  I understand  there  is  concern  on 
the  part  of  the  Corps  that  there  may  not  be  sufficient  site  available  for 
such  a third  stage  treatment.  However,  should  we  actually  design  and  con- 
struct a third  stage,  I believe  this  is  a consideration  which  must  be  fur- 
ther evaluated  in  terms  of  acquiring  more  land,  a better  technology  allow- 
ing the  job  to  be  done  in  a smaller  space  or  perhaps  some  vertical  type  of 
equipment.  The  presentation  of  the  report  showing  a physical-chemical  process 
for  Port  Huron  at  this  time  is  an  assumption  on  the  part  of  the  Corps  which 
I feel  is  premature.  The  Port  Huron,  in  terms  of  Physical-chemical,  could 
be  converted  within  approximately  the  same  site  and  therefore,  the  PCT  pro- 
cess should  be  left  in  consideration  as  an  alternative.  I feel  that  the 
decision  as  to  the  type  of  tertiary  treatment,  whether  AWT  or  PCT,  should 
be  left  to  the  state  and  local  governments  since  either  of  the  two  systems 
could  achieve  the  assumed  goals  of  Public  Law  92-500.  For  the  present , I 
feel  that  the  Port  Huron  plant  In  the  plans  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  should 
remain  with  AWT  designation. 
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the  decision-making',  ot  the  EPA,  Michigan  Watt;  .ve^.-uncs  commission  <ind 
local  agencies.  This  is  not  to  .say,  however,  that  representative  plans 
are  totallv  arropt.ihle.  They  are  the  beRinnine,  pr  iats  of  discussion  and 
should  be  considered  as  alternatives.  Tiiose  part'  of  the  alternatives  which 
are  good,  should  be  ret.ained  and  incorporated  in  llie  futtire  plans;  those 
aspects  whicti  are  had  siiould  be  eliminated.  these  decisions  should  cle.arly 
he  within  the  pr>roeative  of  the  implementat io.i , operation  and  enforcement 
agencies . 

I believe  that  the  interpretation  of  Public  L.aw  92-500  must  he 
clarified  in  tin?  near  future  in  realistic  terms  so  that  the  question  can 
be  settled  as  to  precisely  what  the  l.aw  intends  and  we  can  get  down  to  the 
business  of  creating  the  facilities  .and  provide  tho  degree  of  treatment 
re.ally  necessary. 

Each  instance,  where  a liigher  degree  than  secondary,  is  to  be 
required,  I feel  that  full,  complete  and  decisive  physiological,  engineering 
and  economic  evidence  must  be  set  forth  by  the  agency  requiring  such  degree 
of  treatment.  Should  such  evidence  be  presented,  and  the  decision  made  to 
proceed  to  third  stage  treatment,  the  precise  type  to  achieve  that  goal 
should  be  decided  upon  by  the  state  and  local  agencies  within  the  time  frame- 
work of  the  actual  construction  so  that  the  advancements  and  technology, 
and  conditons  of  financing  can  be  Incorporated  Into  a practical  project. 

The  matter  of  storm  water  and  combined  overflow  control  needs 
much  more  study  to  come  up  with  solutions  which  can  be  more  easily  constructed 
and  operated  In  tlie  area  and  at  the  points  ol  discharge.  Moving  large  volumes 
of  water  about  Southeastern  Michigan  in  large  tunnels  Is  simply  transferring 
the  problem  from  one  point  to  .inotlier  and  does  not  get  at  the  root  of  the 
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problem. 


1 would  like  to  thank  the  members  of  the  Corps'  staff  for  thejr 
cooperation  in  discussing  these  matters  and  presenting  their  viewpoint.  I 
think  that  this  study  will  be  of  benefit  in  drawing  the  attention  of  the 
people  in  Southeastern  Michigan  to  the  problems  ot  wastewater  management. 

To  that  degree,  the  Corps,  I believe,  has  been  more  tnan  successtul  in  aiues- 
ing  the  interest  of  the  public.  It  is  now  time  for  the  study  to  be  turned 
over  to  the  State  to  be  assimilated  into  their  current  program  so  that  we 
can  implement  those  things  which  are  necessary,  practiiai,  and  chose  things 
which  can  achieve  the  required  results.  Thank  you. 


SCaCcMnt  made  at  the  Public  Hearing  in  Detroit,  MI  on  12  December 

1973  by: 

Bruno  Zane , P . E . 

Corporate  Environmental  Engineer 
Dundee  Cement  Company 
Dundee,  Michigan 

In  ri'lerence  to  the  Public  Hearings  being  held  regard  i -r,  vat  or 
pollution  control  and,  specifically,  to  proposals  to  gather  and  treat  riJiioff 
from  rain  and  snow  storms,  Dundee  Cement  Comp.anv,  located  in  Dnnd.i  , Mii-higan 

County  of  Monroe,  would  like  to  offer  as  a matter  of  record  the  following 
statements. 

it  is  the  sincere  desire  of  the  Dundee  Cement  Comnanv  to  <io  all 
that  it  can  do  to  cooperate  with  governmental  agencies  to  control  water  and 
air  pollution. 

Tile  Portland  Cement  Association  was  invited  by  Mr.  Philip  B. 

Wisman  of  the  E.P.A.  Information  Center  - Environmental  Protection  Agincv , 
Washington,  D.C.  20A60  to  comment  on  the  proposed  regulations,  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  on  September  7,  1973  (FR  73-18868),  dealing  with 
water  effluent  limitation  guidelines  for  cement  manufacturing.  PCA  is 
the  research,  promotional  and  public  affair  arm  of  the  cement  industry, 
representing  the  great  bulk  of  production  capacity  in  this  country. 

The  Dundee  Cement  Company  agrees  with  the  following  items 
presented  to  the  E.P.A.  by  the  Portland  Cement  Association. 

1.  Tlie  period  of  time  available  for  collection  ind  evaluation 
of  technical  and  economic  data,  as  well  as  the  period  for  comment  bv  the 
Industry,  makes  it  unlikely  that  the  specific  effluent  limitations  could 
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be  realistically  evaluated.  Hie  non-water  quality  environmental  Impact, 
energy  considerations,  age  of  the  facilities,  in  addition  to  engineering 
considerations  did  not  appear  to  have  been  considered  in  the  specific 
effluent  limitations  statements. 

There  seemed  to  be  a great  difference  in  the  costs  indicated  bv 
the  Southern  Research  Institute,  which  ran  the  studv  for  the  E.P.A.,  and 
cost  studies  made  by  cement  manufacturers.  Another  example  in  the  Develop- 
ment Document,  on  page  83,  discusses  the  disposal  on  plant  property  of  col- 
lected kiln  dust  and  gives  details  of  dimensions  of  the  piles,  as  well  as 
costs.  Cement  company  experts  feel  that  the  particular  solution  outlined 
is  only  barely  possibly  technologically  and  can  be  achieved  only  at  exorbi- 
tant costs. 

The  proposed  regulations  require  containment  of  runoff  from  the  plant 
areas  during  periods  of  high  rainfall.  The  provisions  dealing  with  runofi 
appear  to  need  further  clarification  from  loth  an  engineering  and  cost  bal- 
ancing standpoint.  There  is  no  authoritative  data  available  in  the  develop- 
ment documents  or  elsewhere  which  indicate  the  nature  of  the  runoff  problem 
and  how  it  influences  effluents  from  cement  plants.  The  volume  and  constituents 
of  any  pollutants  in  storm  runoff  has  not  been  determined,  nor  has  possible 
solution  to  svtch  problems  been  detailed.  Cost  balancing  could  not  be  performeu 
without  detailed  information.  The  proposal's  statement  that  dikes  and  contain- 
ment ponds  be  designed  for  a 10  year,  24-hour  rainfall  event,  needs  clarification 
and  elaboration,  given  the  wide  geographical  dispersal  of  cement  plants. 

Provision  should  be  made  for  unusual  or  "upset"  conditions  during 
which  a specific  limitation  might  be  unavoidably  exceeded  for  a short  period 
of  time.  E.F.A.  has  recognized  the  need  for  such  relief  in  the  air  quality 
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'.ituatiori  exists  in  liiP 


f teld  in  its  standards  oi  pert'ormanci  . The  s '-i 
water  effluent  regulations. 

Certain  specific  points  in  the  guideiine.s  need  further  definition 
and  clarification.  For  example,  in  the  discussion  ol  "Fffluent  Character  1st  1 1 s 
(e.g.  Section  411.12  of  tlje  Federal  Register  proposal),  "total  suspended 
non-f llterah le  solids."  is  subject  to  several  interpretations.  Also,  in  the 
effluent  limitations  set  out  in  Section  411.12  thru  411.15,  it  should  be  made 
clear  that  consideration  is  given  to  concent  rat j ons  present  in  t tu'  int.ike 
water,  so  that  the  particular  values  represent  "net"  figures.  Thus,  concen- 
trations in  the  discharges  will  be  allowed  at  the  same  level  as  those  in  the 
intake  water  where  the  discharge  is  into  the  same  bodv  of  water. 

At  this  point,  we  would  like  to  present  the  following  excerpts 
from  The  Federal  W.iter  Pollution  Control  Acts  Ammendments  of  1472  (issued 
bv  U.  S.  K.P.A.,  Office  of  Rnforcement  anci  General  Coum' i 1 , Washington,  D.C. 
20460,  January  1,  1973.) 

As  stated  in  the  1972  Act,  it  is  the  national  goal  that  the  dis- 
charge of  pollutants  into  navigable  waters  be  eliminated  by  1985,  and  that 
as  an  interim  goal  whenever  attainable  there  be  achieved  by  Julv  1,  1983, 
water  quality  which  provides  for  recreation  in  and  on  the  water. 

The  1983  goal  is  an  objective  whicii  carries  with  it  defined,  specific 
enforcement  mechanisms  while  the  1985  goal  is  an  ideal  ttjward  which  Congress 
Intended  the  country  to  strive.  To  reach  these  goals,  the  Act  requires  that 
a discharge  of  waste  or  of  waste-containing  water  be  of  a specified.  Improved 
quality  before  its  release  from  a point  source  to  the  receiving  water,  or  in 
some  cases  that  the  discharge  b(-  prohibited. 

It  la  our  interpretation  tlial  the  Intent  of  Congress  when  the  legls- 
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latlon  was  passed  in  setting  up  the  1985  no  discharge  into  navigable  waters 
goal  was  that  it  was  an  ideal  toward  which  our  industry  should  strive,  not 
an  ultimate  mandate  which  can  be  the  cause  of  economic  chaos  in  industries 
such  as  ours. 
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Statement  mafic  at  tlic  Public  llearinc,  hclii  Ir.  Ann  Arbor,  ill  on  11  Icccmber 
19  73  by: 


Mr.  Ulllian  J.  Pollard 
Co-Director 

Citizens  Opposed  to  Super  Sevrer 


Tlie  Citizens  Opposed  to  Super  Sewer  have  reviewed  the 
"Altemati''es  for  Manap,inp,  Wastevjater  in  Southeastern  Ilidiipan" 
presented  in  Information  Brochure  Do.  2 hy  the  Corns  of  hiif  ineers, 
U.  S.  Army,  Detroit  District.  Vie  are  absolutely  opposed  to  the 
plans  presented  since,  if  \ie  understand  them  corrertlv,  they  all 
incltide  what  lias  come  to  be  knov;n  a«  Micliipan  Water  Resources 
Commission  "Plan  II",  also  knovm  as  "Super  Sower".  It  is  clear 
from  the  newspaper  reports  that  "Super  Sewer"  is  included  In  all 
three  alternative  plans.  It  is  clc.ar  from  tiic  brodiure  tliat 
"Super  Sev'er"  is  included  in  the  interim  plan.  It  Is  not  clear 
looking  at  tlie  naps  of  Plans  1 and  2 \/hat  exactly  is  located  at 
tlie  mouth  of  tlie  Huron  River,  or  v;hat  the  function  of  tlie  regional 
IPCT  plant  is,  that  is  located  on  the  Huron  River. 

1 think  that  that  vras  rvide  a little  clearer  by  your 
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presentations  this  evening,  I'ajor.  It  is  not  clear  in  tiie  brociiure. 

In  the  case  of  the  maps,  ther  are  simply  too  many  contour  lines  to 
identify  the  symbols  associated  with  the  map.  .i.is  siiould  be  clarified 
and  clearly  stated. 

Our  opposition  to  Michigan  '.iater  Ivesoarces  Coiiriission 
Plan  II  is  vrell  knov.’n  and  documented.  We  have  rrsea  to  state  our 
obiections  at  every  public  hearing  held  on  this  sun'oct.  Un  and 
many  others  have  written  letters  setting  fortu  the  reasons  for 
our  opposing  Plan  II.  An  excellent  selection  of  cnese  letters 
was  included  in  tlie  Appendix  of  the  EPA  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  issured  last  February. 

Ue  are  very  disappointed  that  you  apparently  have  not 
critically  revien/ed  the  portion  of  the  plan  for  the  liuron  Paver. 

\!e  feel  that  by  including  .’lichigan  Water  Resources  Plan  II  you 
are  perpetuatin  a bad  plan.  It  is  bad  ecologically  in  tiiat  the 
marshes  at  Pt , Mouillee  v;ill  be  destroyed,  and  bad  internationally, 
not  living  up  to  the  agreements  made  with  Canada  regarding  Lalce 
i-rie,  and  bad  tedinically,  building  a complex  transportation 
system  instead  of  multiple  advmiced  treatment  plants. 

We  find  three  areas  of  t\ie  proposed  Alternatives  that 
we  can  support.  These  are; 

1.  The  land  Irrigation  treatment  systems  but  only  in 
tlie  limited  areas  proposed.  I found  that  maps  presented  this 
evening  quite  confusing.  They  do  not  appear  to  agree  witii  the 
maps  in  the  broctiure  and  two  of  the  maps  presented  tonigjit  did  not 
appear  to  agree  witli  each  other. 


llxpanding  on  that  area,  I have  two  papers  v/hlcli  I would 
like  to  submit  for  the  record  by  John  D.  Parkhurst,  Qiief  Lnpineers 
and  General  ManaRer  of  the  County  Sanitation  Districts  for  the 
County  of  Los  Angeles,  Los  Angeles  does  use  the  land  disposal  and 
water  reuse  system  by  percolating  it  back  into  the  water  table. 

The  second  area  of  support  is  the  general  approadi  wc 
feel  that  your  Alternative  Plans  P.epresent,  namely  the  use  of 
multiple  advanced  wastes;ater  treatment  plants,  and  three,  the 
inclusion  in  your  Alternatives  plans  for  the  treatment  of  stormwater 
runoff,  feeling  that  this  is  a modem  urban  problem  that  must  be 
faced. 

We  have  the  follov;ing  tv70  questions  regarding  the 
alternatives  that  v?e  should  like  to  have  ansv;er  to:  I v/ill  state 

them  now  and  restate  them  during  the  question  period.  We  can 
understand  the  administrative  and  political  reasons  for  including 
the  ’(Ichlgan  Water  Resources  Plan  II  in  the  Interim  and  Alternative 
Plans.  \/liat , hoirever,  is  the  tedinical  basis  for  including  it? 

Have  you  done  an  analysis  that  shov;  and  demonstrates  that  the  most 
practical  and  cost  effective  V7ast«'7ater  system  design  has  been  used. 
Two,  is  it  necessary  to  pass  through  or  implement  tlie  Interim  Plan 
to  arrive  at  one  of  the  Alternative  Plans? 

Tliank  you 
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Statenent  made  at  the  Pulilic  hearing  held  in  Monroe,  !:i  on  13  December 
Ih  7 3 by : 


!'.rs.  Je.inne  ;iicka 

Pointe  M.ouillee  VJaterfowlers  Association 

My  name  is  Jeanne  !'icka,  I represent  the  Pointe  ’'ouillee  h'ater- 
foi.’Lers  Assciation,  an  affiliate  of  the  Miciiigan  Lnited  Conservation  Clubs 
(Mb(X;) . '’e  appreciate  the  0])i)ortunity  to  take  part  in  tliis  public  parti- 

cipation meeting  on  "Alternatives  for  I'anagiiig  i.'.'istev'ater  in  Southeastern 
"icnigan"  on  Deceri)er  13,  1973,  at  Cantrick  Junior  iiigli  Sdiool,  ?tonroe, 
'■.icliip.an. 

knvironraental  enliancement  has  become  more  t!ian  just  a catch 
p.irase  for  the  IJ.  S.  Arn>'  Corps  of  engineers.  It  ha.s  earned  a new  measure 
of  value  in  all  civil  works  projects  that  are  under  consideration  by  the 
Conis  and  other  governmental  agencies,  Tlie  representative  plans  for  manag- 
ing wastewater  in  floutheastem  Tlichigan  as  presented  here  by  the  Corps  of 
kngiiu^ers  sliould  be  no  exception  to  the  concept  of  environmental  enhancement, 
i'al.ing  tills  into  consideration,  it  \;ould  seem  that  any  proposals  for^^larded 
to  tiie  state  of  ilichigan  for  possible  implementation  should  jirovide  for  some 
element  of  environmental  enlumcement  in  the  manai;enent  of  wastev^ater. 

The  obvious  ansv;er  is  "Project  CCUii  - Cle.m  Urbaii  Iliver  knviron- 
r»-nt".  bliy  haven't  elements  of  this  kPA  inspired  concept  been  incor]iorated 
into  the  Cordis  of  kng,ineers  Plans?  Project  CL'kE  is  a conservation  concept 
\('aich  nas  the  potential  of  ii.iiiroving  the  quality  of  life  in  our  urban  areas 
tiirougji  environmental  enliancement.  It  deals  directly  with  management  of  waste- 
water  in  urban  regions  and  offers  a way  out  of  a very  difficult  problem  i.’itli- 
out  reiving  entirely  upon  miles  and  miles  of  Interceptors,  super  sewers  or 
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so\/.ifTe  f.nriv?. 


/\s  a final  thourfit  the  Uaterfoi.'lcrs  caution  a,",ainr>t  the  use  of 
sludre  or  incinerated  sludge  for  randor  landfills  in  valuable  vetiandr;  or 
flood  plains  chich  contribute  to  pood  './ater  quality  in  our  lakes  and  strear.'.. 
'.'e  advocate  the  use  of  Project  CL'PJi  in  devclopinp  Uastev/ater  ’'anapencnt  con- 
cepts for  the  riouthcastem  Michigan  region.  ('opies  of  Project  (X'Rjl  and  other 
pertinent  naterials  are  attaclied  for  review  by  the  Corps  of  engineers  .and  as 
a natter  of  pviilic  record. 
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StaLement  made  at  the  Public  Hearing  held  in  Monroe,  MI  on  13  December 
1973  by: 


Mr.  Keith  Siebarth 

Citizen’s  Pollution  Control  Association 

My  name  is  Keith  Siebarth  and  I live  at  9381  Day  Road,  Monroe, 
Michigan.  I am  speaking  for  the  Citizen's  Pollution  Control  Association. 

In  response  to  the  alternatives  for  making  wastewater  in  Southeastern  Micti- 
igan,  looking  at  tlie  "total  picture"  the  members  of  the  CPCA  feel  that  we 
have  not  been  assured  that  our  land  will  not  be  used  for  application  of  sew- 
age sludge  and  wastewater.  In  a letter  dated  February  16,  1973  from  the 
Army  Corps  to  Congressman  Esch  it  is  stated  that  64  square  miles  in  Monroe 
County  is  capable  technologically  for  land  application  of  wastewater. 

We  question  the  use  of  "huge  lagoons"  in  our  county.  What  is 
this  wastewater  to  be  used  for?  Wliere  and  how  will  it  be  treated?  In 
Muskegon  County  Midi,  suggested  use  is  to  use  their  large  "lagoons"  in 
conjunction  with  Atomic  Plants  for  their  cooling  process.  Do  we  in  Monroe 
County  have  reason  to  suspect  this  also?  Why  should  we  agree  to  spraying 
wastewater  over  other  counties  when  we  don't  consider  it  good  enough  for 
ourselves? 

We  also  question  the  judgement  of  the  concept.  . .Regional 
(Plan  Ij.  If  any  concept,  such  as  the  "Super  Sewer"  is  finalized,  then 
we  again  bring  it  to  your  attention  that  we  do  not  wish  our  farm  land  in 
Monroe  County  to  fall  "victim"  to  "land  application"  of  sludge  or  wastewater 
from  Metropolitan  areas  or  the  City  of  Monroe.  We  believe  in  decentralized 
wastewater  treatment  facilities  near  the  various  population  centers  with 
proper  incineration  of  sludge. 
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We  are  finding  many  unanswered  questions  concerning  physical- 
chemical,  for  example  the  problems  of  additional  amounts  of  sludge  and 
special  treatment  needed.  Considering  that  Monroe  County  is  reluctant 
to  build  a n'Tossarv  State  ordered  Sludge  Incinerator  for  a Secondar- 
Treatment  Plant  and  since  the  sludge  product  can't  be  landfilled  and 
jurisdiction  comes  under  the  Oil  and  Hazardous  Waste  Division  of  tht'  DMR , 
therefore  wo  as  citizens  question.  We  feel  that  tertiary  plants  and 
sludge  incinerators  sliould  be  given  top  priority  throughout  the  stat  . 

According  to  the  Army's  own  documentation,  sludge  with  waste- 
water removed,  can  be  burned  with  very  little  auxiliary  fuel,  and  that 
once  started,  the  sludge  should  provide  sufficient  fuel  to  sustain  com- 
bustion without  additional  fuel. 

Obviously,  the  fuel  shortage  issue  should  not  enter  into  the 
picture  as  the  reason  for  not  building  an  incinerator  in  the  City  of  Monroe, 
as  we  know  hydrocarbons  burn  readily  and  yield  much  heat.  The  use  of  sewage 
by-products  (methane  gas)  as  a source  of  fuel  has  been  seriouslv  overlooked. 

Land  application  simply  isn't  feasible  since  the  chemical  analysis 
of  sludges  are  Incomplete,  metals  are  above  levels  of  acceptabilitv , as  they 
are  not  removed  in  the  Secondary  Treatment  process  and  the  over-all  land 
application  plan  has  no  conciete  answers  as  to  the  long  term  effects. 

Here  in  Monroe  County,  once  lake  bottom,  if  Mechanical  Analysis 
of  soils  had  been  consulted,  tests  would  show  that  we  are  not  the  sandy, 
barren  land  with  no  stable  agriculture  base  as  Muskegon,  Mich.  Our  soils 
are  mostly  clay,  subject  to  ponding,  which  could  result  in  a change  of  the 
PH  factor.  A soil  that  received  an  average  rainfall  of  30"  to  34"  a year 
and  when  we  have  a wet  season,  no  matter  what  fertilizer  is  used,  plants 
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can't  utilize  nutrients  from  the  soil,  filtration  at  a slow  rate  will  not 
accept  a minimum  of  80  more  Inches  of  wastewater  a year  as  you  have  proposed. 
Ihis  simply  will  not  restore  the  balance  of  nature. 

According  to  the  Monroe  Evening  News,  March  13,  1973,  Monroe 
County's  farmer  already  is  using  too  much  nitrogen,  phosphorous  and  potas- 
sium on  the  farmland.  This  is  resulting  in  polluted  groundwater,  streams 
and  rivers.  And  the  solution  to  pollution  is  not  dilution.  We're  in 
enough  trouble  already. 

In  conclusion.  Citizen's  Pollution  Control  Association  members 
believe  that  tertiary  plans  should  be  given  a closer  look  and  the  sludge 
incinerator  must  be  built  in  the  City  of  Monroe  before  we  can  believe  that 
aur  farmland  in  this  county  isn't  in  jeopardy.  Thank  you. 
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Statenent  r.aclc  at  the  Public  Uearin;;  held  in  Ilonroe,  lil  on  13  heccnher 
19  73  by: 

’'r.  T,.-^'rence  Leibold 

hrlc  Advisory  Coimittee 

■'v  nano,  is  LaS'jrencc  Leibold,  I live  at  471  Arbor  Avenue, 
in  Ilonroe.  T represent  the  Lake  Erie  Ailvisoip'  Comittce  v;hich  is  a 
provisional  hoilv  of  various  conservation  orr.anizations  in  Soutlioastcm 
richipnn  and  hortlui'es t Ohio.  Tlie  e::plicit  reason  for  the  existence 
of  the  j..al;e  i:rie  Advisory  Comittce  (Lil\(0  stenn  fron  a basic  concern 
for  tile  propagation  of  an  environnental  conciousness  anonp  the 
people  \i\\a  inhabit  the  lower  portion  of  the  Great  Lalces  viatershcd. 

Our  collective  efforts  can  be  vieired  as  the  search  for  a better  way 
to  inprove  tlie  quality  of  life  alonp  the  slioros  of  Lalce  Erie. 

llavinp  reviewed  current  proposals  by  the  U.S.  Amy  Coryis 
of  Enpineers,  Detroit  District  , repardinp  attainment  of  good  water 
quality  in  Southeastern  Michigan,  it  has  beconc  apparent  that 
emphasis  lia;:  been  placed  upon  grandiose  engineering  feats  sucli  as 
the  development  of  gigantic  underground  interceptor  networks.  The 
use  of  interceptor  sewers  would  deprive  the  region  of  vital  ground 
water.  Seasonal  runoff  viould  be  fluslied  througji  a naze  of  artifi- 
cial conduits  into  huge  inpoundnents  wlierc  the  contaminated  \;ater 
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would  be  stored  for  treatment  in  a regional  se\/age  plant  with  the 
final  outfall  in  Lake  Erie.  If  the  x;ater  is  p,ood  enougli  at  that 
point  for  Lake  Erie,  then  it  should  be  good  enougli  for  the  various 
tributaries.  Runoff  should  be  treated  locally  and  released  into 
rivers  and  streams  within  the  region.  Don't  dry  up  our  precious 
rivers  and  streams.  Preserve  the  v?ater  table.  Abandon  the 
interceptors.  Keep  the  water  where  it  belongs.  Cooperate  with 
nature . 

To  put  this  Corps  of  Engineers  proy.rau  into  the  proper 
perspective  not  the  final  price  tag  of  the  Panama  Canal  in  1914. 

The  Panama  Canal  cost  tlie  U.S  Taxpayer  380  million  dollars  as  a 
revenue  producting  venture.  Any  one  of  the  various  Representative 
Plans  offered  here  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  Soutlieas tern 
"'ichigan  alone  would  cost  373  million  dollars  per  year  for  capital 
invcstrtints  and  operating  costs.  The  expenditure  for  this  coloassal 
•n?i/age  sdieme  would  cost  the  equivalent  of  a Panama  Canal  per  year 
for  as  many  years  as  it  would  talte  to  assure  good  v;ater  quality  in 
just  the  Detroit  vicinity.  There  must  be  a better  way. 

Our  recommendation  is  to  de-centrallze  the  se\7age  and  wastewater 
treatment  centers.  The  Corj)s  should  study  the  "Headi/aters" 
concept  wliidi  places  water  where  it  belongs  into  the  rivers  and 
streams.  Not  only  will  it  cost  less  but  as  the  state  of  the  art  in 
se\;age  treatment  improves  so  will  the  water  quality  at  a vastly 
reduced  cost  without  a gross  expenditure  in  capital  Im.provements  and 
oper.ating  costs. 

Thanh,  you.  Colonel  Hays. 
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Statement  made  at  the  Public  Hearing  held  In  Monroe,  MI  on  13  December  1973 
by: 


Mr.  Howard  McNee 

Organic  Farmers  and  Gardeners  of  Michigan 

My  name  is  Howard  McNee  and  I am  an  organic  farmer  and  also  sewage 
disposal  contractor.  I represent  the  Organic  Farmers  and  Gardeners  of  Mich- 
igan. We  wish  to  go  on  record  as  being  totally  opposed  to  this  idea  of  burn- 
ing sewage  sludge.  We  believe  that  this  solid  material  from  the  wastewater 
treatment  plant  should  be  recycled  - returned  to  the  farm  land  from  where  it 
came.  Several  of  our  members  have  spread  sewage  sludge  on  farm  land  and  ve 
have  found  that  sewage  sludge  is  a valuable  fertilizer. 

We  feel  that  it  would  be  criminal  to  burn  sewage  sludge  for  the  fol- 
lowing reasons: 

1.  It  is  criminal  to  use  fuel  to  burn  up  valuable  fertilizer 
when  we  need  all  the  fuel  we  have  to  heat  our  homes. 

2.  It  is  criminal  to  use  fuel  to  burn  sewage  sludge  because 
additional  fuel  will  be  required  to  produce  synthetic 
fertilizer. 

3.  It  is  criminal  to  use  our  precious  fuel  to  burn  sewage  sludge 
because  the  synthetic  fertilizer  which  must  be  made  at  the  cost 
of  even  more  precious  fuel  is  inferior  in  quality  to  the  natural 
fertilizer,  sewage  sludge. 

4.  It  is  criminal  to  use  fuel  to  burn  sewage  sludge  because 
burning  a fertilizer  like  sewage  sludge  adds  pollutants  to 
the  atmosphere. 

Now,  of  course,  there  are  a few  people  who  will  not  agree  with  this. 
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Some  people  are  afraid  of  sewage  sludge.  Some  people  are  afraid  that  some 
nameless  micro-organism  may  conceivably  be  in  this  material  that  could  hurt 
them.  They  forget  that  these  same  nameless  micro-organisms  are  also  in  the 
Lop  soil.  No  one  has  suggested  that  we  scrape  up  the  top  soil  and  truck  it 
to  the  incinerator  to  have  it  sterilized. 

There  are  those  who  would  like  to  think  of  organic 
farmers  as  a bunch  of  crack  pots  or  at  least  a bunch  of  old-fashioned, 
reactionary  farmers.  But  I submit  to  you  tonight  the  fact  that  about 
twenty-five  area  organic  farmers  have  used  sewage  sludge  on  their  fields  and  . 
•ound  sewage  sludge  to  be  a superior  fertilizer.  No  one  has  gotten  sick 
I rom  using  this  fertilizer.  No  one's  well  has  been  contaminated  by  this 
lertilizer.  No  ill  effects  of  any  kind  have  resulted  from  the  use 
of  this  fertilizer. 

We,  the  Organic  Farmers  of  Michigan,  ask  that  the  Corps 
ot  hagineers  reconsider  their  recommendation.  Please  don't  burn 
• . ur  fertilizer. 
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Statement  made  at  the  Public  Hearing  held  in  Detroit  on  12  December  l‘i/  3 
by: 


Mrs.  Verona  Morse 

League  of  Women  Voters 

As  the  League  of  Women  Voter  representative  amidst  agencies  which 
made  up  the  Coordinating  Committee,  I've  been  trying  to  find  out  what  the 
pubiic  will  get  — the  total  picture  — total  plan  — and  how  much  it  will 
cost . 

We  keen  hearing,  "If  you  want  a clean'^d  up  environment,  you  must 
be  willing  to  pay  the  price."  But  I'm  painfully  aware  of  the  millions  of 
dollars  of  tax  monies  spent  by  government  agencies  which  have  not  cleaned 
it  up  but  have  in  fact  caused  further  degradation  of  the  environment.  For 
instance,  channeling  of  over  eight  thousand  miles  of  our  nation's  rivers 
to  date  has  destroyed  those  miles  of  river  and  wiped  out  the  life  dependent 
upon  the  natural  river.  Usually  new  problems  are  created  which  then  need 
to  be  solved  with  more  tax  money.  The  cost  of  channeling  4.2  miles  of  the 
Rouge  down  river  alone  cost  over  forty  million. 

So  I know  I can't  assume  the  fantastic  price  tags  of  the  alternate 
plans,  varying  from  seven  billion  for  the  interim  plan  to  nineteen  billion 
for  the  third  representative  plan  over  a fifty  year  period,  assures  us  of  an 
equal  value  in  improvement  to  our  environment. 

The  crucial  question  remains,  "What  will  the  end  result  be?" 

This  hearing  is  on  four  alternate  plans.  But  are  there  really 
any  choices?  The  first  plan  is  called  the  Interim  plan  (the  name  implies 
it  is  not  the  final  plan)  which  you  have  said  is  the  State's  plan.  This 
includes  the  controversial  Huron  River  Super  Sewer.  Since  the  alternate 
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plan  being  considered  for  the  super  sewer  is  also  called  an  Interim  plan 
tor  Plan  2,  I hope  this  won't  be  confusing  to  the  public.  Does  this  Interim 
plan  being  part  of  this  hearing  include  the  Wade  Trim  Tunnel  plan  for  tiie 
Rouge  River?  How  deep  and  what  size  are  the  anticipated  sewers? 

While  there  are  some  variations  in  the  three  representative  plans 
with  the  later  two  using  land  treatment  at  two  sitis,  La..y  are  essential  i\ 
the  same.  They  all  employ  an  extensive  deep  tunnel  svstem,  collection  and 
I'reatment  of  all  stormwater  and  large  sewerage  interceptor  systems  to  large 
legional  treatment  plants.  All  cost  around  eighteen  to  nineteen  billion 
dollars  over  a fifty  year  period.  Small  inland  treatment  plants  would  be 
abandoned  as  outlying  areas  could  be  brought  into  the  regional  system.  The 
League's  Stand  on  regional  planning  does  not  necessarily  mean  regional  treat- 
ment . 

Would  retaining  and  updating  small  inland  treatment  plants  keep 
more  options  open?  Bigger  is  not  necessarily  better. 

Costs  of  construction  oi  sewer  lines  carrying  sewage  from  out- 
lying plants  all  the  way  to  the  mouth  of  the  rivers  might  better  be  spent 
to  improve  treatment  of  plants  closer  to  the  source  ot  sewage.  As  new 
teclinology  is  developed  wouldn't  it  be  easier  to  test  it  at  a small  plant 
than  large  regional  ones? 

Did  you  really  develop  alternatives  or  did  you  and  other  govern- 
ment agencies  decide  upon  a plan  of  super  sewers,  deep  tunnels  and  storage 
and  are  you  now  about  how  it  can  best  be  implemented?  In  the  Interim  plan 
the  degree  of  treatment  is  related  to  the  size  of  the  body  of  water  discharged 
to,  less  treatment  being  required  when  discharging  to  St.  Clair  River,  the 
Detroit  River  or  Lake  Erie  than  when  discharging  to  Inland  streams.  It  the 
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^ effluent  discharged  to  inland  streams  is  of  a high  quality  it  will  not  be 

detrimental  to  the  stream. 

Will  this  plan  be  done  piecemeal?  Will  the  first  projects  create 
^ the  need  to  implement  further  projects  in  line  with  your  plans? 

The  original  soil  conservation  mandate,  "Hold  the  raindrop  where 

it  falls,"  made  good  ecological  sense  then  and  still  does.  How  about 

^ holding  back  drainage  to  allow  it  to  sink  into  the  ground  to  replenish  tlie 

ground  water  supply?  Rushing  all  the  water  off  the  land  via  deep  tunnels 

is  like  pulling  the  plug  out  of  Southeastern  Michigan.  Drying  out  the  land 

in  an  area  of  five  thousand  three  hundred  and  seventy-two  square  miles  (about 

three  million  .acres)  could  cause  the  soil  to  shrink  and  foundations  of  homes 

to  crack.  According  to  news  stories,  Houston,  Texas  is  having  a measurable 
f 

amount  of  shrinking  due  to  heavy  use  of  ground  water  which  is  not  being  replaced. 

Some  of  the  best  agriculture  land  is  in  Southeastern  Michigan.  How 
do  you  know  that  this  prime  agriculture  land  won't  be  adversely  affected? 

If  you  are  planning  to  collect  and  treat  all  stormwater  for  South- 
eastern Michigan  and  rush  it  off  the  land  by  a deep  tunnel  system  — pulling 
the  plug  out  of  Sotheastern  Michigan,  you  must  tell  the  public  what  the  results 
will  be.  Will  this  successfully  solve  the  wastewater  problems  of  Southeastern 
Michigan  or  will  it  be  a major  catastrophe? 

I would  like  to  thank  you  for  your  courtesies  during  the  meetings 
and  the  issues  are  sometimes  not  agreed  upon,  but  certainly  not  personal. 
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Statement  made  at  the  Public  Hearing  held  in  Port  Huron,  IH  on  12  Hecember 
19  73  by: 


Mrs.  John  Donaldson 
President 

Birmlnglian  - Bloomfield  League  of  Women  Voters 


!1y  name  is  Mrs.  John  Donaldson  and  also  I an  President  of 
tlie  Dlmlngham-bloomfeild  League  of  Women  Voters.  I an  also  a member 
of  the  League  of  Voters 

I want  to  first  of  all  thank  you  for  your  annual  Christmas 
party.  We  \rere  all  here  last  year  at  this  time. 

The  League  has  been  interested  in  v;ater  quality  preserva- 
tion for  years.  To  that  end  we  have  work.ed  liard  in  ' .'.ishington  for 
hirh  water  quality  standards  and  for  adequate  federal  funding  of 
treatment  plants.  We  are  also  concerned  about  \7atcr  quantity.  Ho 
one  should  I'.now  this  better  than  the  Corps  of  laigineers,  because  for 
nuite  some  time  now,  v;e  have  been  asking  one  question  about  our  water 
supply  that  has  gone  unanswered.  Unfortunately,  the  answer  is  not  to 
be  found  in  your  red  books  — nor  was  it  given  to  Mrs.  Morse  \;hen  siie 
posed  the  question  at  Coordinating  Committee  meetings.  Hopefully 
you  can  enlighten  us  today. 

Our  question  is  simple,  but  important.  l/HAI  WILL  ilAPPEl.' 

TO  THf;  WATER  TABLE  UWDER  SOUTHEABT  MIQlICAiJ  iniEI.'  THE  SYSTE2I  OF  DEEP 
TbMHELS  THAT  YOU  PROPOSE  DRAW  OFF  THE  WATER  FRO!t  HEAVY  PvAlUS? 
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vie  all  know  that  we  are  walkinf,  around  on,  working  on, 
playlnf;  on,  livlnp,  on  a beautiful,  bountiful  natural  reservoir 
of  \?ater.  The  ton  of  that  reservoir  is  called  the  water  table, 
and  between  us  and  the  water  table  is  a varvinp  depth  of  earth. 
Periodlc.allv,  n.aturo  turns  on  the  taps  a;id  plves  us  a lieavy  enoupli 
rain  to  saturate  this  sponpelike  layer.  Once  saturation  is  con- 
plete,  the  rain  v;ater  continues  further  down  to  the  pround  water 
reservoir — rcdiarpinr.  it  and  ralsinr,  the  \.’ater  table.  Thas  nature 
has  replaced  the  water  that  man  has  s'’plioned  off  via  his  viells. 
Obviously,  tills  rocharpinp  processlnp  is  necessary  and  desirable, 
need  that  tii  of  underpround  water — to  refill  our  sprlnps  (and  for: 
then,  our  streams)  and  to  assure  us  of  adequate  supply. 

l.'ow,  it  sounds  like  you  arc  proposinp  to  pull  out  the 
plup  irhenever  nature  turns  on  the  taps.  If  you  do,  and  if  the 
heavy  rains  that  are  intended  to  refill  our  tub  po  dc*>;n  the  drain 
of  your  deep  tunnels,  can  wo  live  without  our  reservoir?  Or  are 
we  lust  polnp  to  he  left  with  a useless  bathtub  rinp? 

Can  vou  toll  us  what  your  hydrologists  and  geologists 
have  discovered,  the  effects  of  draining  off  all  this  stormwater 
\.’ill  Iiavo  on  our  v/atcr  tallies? 


btaLemont  made  at  the  Public  Hearing  held  in  Monrue,  Ml  on  11  December  1971 
Ivv  : 

Mr.  John  R.  lacoangeli 

My  name  is  John  R.  lacoangeli,  I am  a Planning  leohnician  with  tlie 
Department  of  Community  Development  in  Monroe.  I am  also  Coordinator  of  the 
City's  hiivironmental  Liaison  Unit. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  otlier  Appointed  Representatives.  The  objective 
ot  tne  Wastewater  Management  Program  was  to  set  forth,  for  Local,  State  ana 
I'edi.‘ral  consideration,  a range  of  choices  for  managing  cae  wastewaters  in 
i- nil  area  that  could  improve  water  quality  and  be  compatible  with  programs  : u 
total  water  management  and  use. 

1 would  like  to  reiterate  the  City'of  Monroe's  opposition  to  anv  plan 
that  calls  for  implementation  of  Wastewater  Treatment  through  land  irrigation 
aid  1 titration.  I would  however  like  to  state  that  the  City  of  Monroe  does 
support  Coordinated  Regional  Planning  of  Wastewater  Facilities  on  a decent ral iEed 
.tale  of  operation. 

This  opposition  toward  centralized  Regional  Wastewater  Facilities 
stems  1 rum  the  following  reasons:  several  of  which  apply  specifically  to  the 

proposed  Regional  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  at  the  mouth  of  the  Huron  River. 

1.  Because  of  a North  to  South  drift  in  currents  in  Lake  Erie, 
etilueiit  from  the  proposed  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  (at  the  mouth  of  the 
Huron  River)  could  enter  the  City  of  Monroe's  water  intake  approximately  eight 
miles  south  of  the  outfall. 

If  the  water  Intake  for  the  City  of  Monroe  Is  located  within  the 
effluent  plume  of  the  wastewater  outfall,  the  City  of  Monroe  is  concerned 
about  the  additional  expenses  of  filtration  and  purification  that  will  be  incurred. 
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The  proposed  outfall  may  have  adverse  effects  on  the  aquatic  lile 
at  Pointe  Moulllee  and  areas  to  the  South  having  moderate  ecological  value. 

Could  the  effluent  dispersion  from  the  outfall  cause  or  lead  to 
indicate  an  increase  in  bacterial  activity  which  is  associated  with  a highlv 
aquatic  system. 

Will  the  construction  of  such  proposed  regional  Wastewater  Treatr'en' 
Plants  change  existing  shoreline  land  use  patterns  in  Southeastern  Michigan. 

The  concept  of  decentralized  tertiary  Wastewater  Plants  within  the 
respective  river  basins  has  not  been  adequatelv  assessed  as  an  alternative 
measure  to  Wastewater  Treatment. 

It  should  be  stated  that  a technological  failure  in  a Regional 
Wastewater  Treatment  could  easily  cause  an  ecological  disaster  along  :he 
Southeastern  Michigan  Shoreline. 

Finally,  I would  like  to  recommend  further  analysis  o£  Wastew.  t ’ 
Management  and  respective  alternatives  but  only  on  a decentralized  format. 
Basically,  this  type  of  process  has  proven  the  most  efficient  In  regards  ti 
agricultural  communities  and  small  urban  areas. 
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